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INTRODUCTION
This is the report of a study of public attitudes toward
local government and governmental reorganization in the Portland
Metropolitan area.
The survey was conducted and compiled by Bardsley S-
Haslacher, an independent and impartial research organization,
with offices in Portland, Oregon and Stanford, California.
Objectives
Over-all objective of the project was to chart public
reaction to governmental reorganization, both in plan and
principle.
More specifically, the study was designed to measure:
Public awareness of, and involvement in,
reorganization efforts,
-- Acceptance of the principle of government
consolidation,
-- Voter reactions to various reorganization
plans,
— Rationale underlying Rejection or acceptance
of these plans,
Sources of information on local government,
— Satisfaction with community services, and
-- The relationship between tax sentiment and
attitudes toward governmental reorganization.
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INTRODUCTION
Methodology
Sample for the survey was an area probability type embracing
all of Multnomah County and the major portions of Washington and
Clackamas Counties. Omitted from the latter counties were some
census tracts in the outlying areas which would not be affected
by reorganization plans (see maps appended to report).
Basically, the sample was designed as follows: First, each
county was mapped into census tracts. Next, all blocks or block-
like segments were numbered in serpentine fashion within tracts.
Using a standard table of random numbers, 10 per cent of
blocks or area segments were drawn for sampling purposes.
Enumerators then visited and listed all dwelling units within each
block or sample segment.
An interviewing interval was computed on the basis of total
listings and specific households assigned for contact. In the
event of ^not-at-homes,'* interviewers were required to make one
callback to the assigned household on another day at a different
time. If this, too, failed to produce an interview, a rigid
system of substitution was followed within the same tract or
segment.
iii
INTRODUCTION
Methodology (ContJ
Total sample for the survey consisted of 1,307 personal
interviews, distributed as follows:
Multnomah County 501
Washington County kOS
Clackamas County ^00
Total 1307
As noted, the sample is not proportional to population.
Reason for this is that the sample would be prohibitively small
in Washington and Clackamas Counties, if based on population
weight.
Therefore, the sample was expanded within Washington and
Clackamas Counties to permit individual area analysis within
reasonable statistical tolerances.
For total sample and subgroup presentation, however,
Multnomah County was weighted to cast its proportionate share
of the tri-county population. Characteristics of the sample are
reported in the Appendix.
Sampling Variabi1ity
Results of any sample survey are subject to sampling
variability. Sampling variability refers to the chance variation
that could occur when a sample, rather than a complete enumeration,
is used. This is known as Standard Error and is the difference
iv
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INTRODUCTION
Sampling Variability (Cont.)
between sample results and findings which would be derived from
a 100 per cent enumeration employing the same procedures,
questionnaire and interviewers.
Plus or Minus Range of Variation
Percentage Total Multnomah Clackamas or
in Report Sample County Washington
10% . i . . i . . 1.7% 2.6% 3.0%
20 .•
 4 . . » . . 2.2 3.6 4.0
30 2.5 4.0 4.6
40 . 2.7 4.4 4.8
50 . . . . . . . 2.8 4.5 5.0
60 2.7 4.4 4.8
70 2.5 4.0 4,6
80 . . . . . . . 2.2 3.6 kiO
90 1.7 2.6 3.0
Example| Approximately 30 per cent of the "Total Sample"
felt consolidation of Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties
would cost taxpayers "more money." Chances are 19 out of 20 that
this figure (30%) is within 2.5%, plus or minus, of the figure
which would be derived from a complete enumeration of households
in the area.
The corresponding variability range for Multnomah County
(on a 30% finding) is 4.0%, plus or minus; for Washington or
Clackamas Counties, 4.6%, plus or minus, from that which a
complete enumeration would produce.
INTRODUCTION
Interviewinq
Field work for the study was conducted during late July,
August, and early September of 1965. All interviewers were
personally trained for this particular project. A majority of each
interviewer's work was verified for accuracy and authenticity.
Processing and Presentation
After completion of field work, the schedules were
edited and coded, where necessary, and the data transferred
to key punch cards for computer tabulation.
The complete story of the survey is told in the
statistical section, which the reader is urged to study in detail.
Preceding the statistics is an editorial analysis, drawn from
the viewpoint of a research practitioner.
VI
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SUMMARY
Awareness of
Governmental Reorganization
Active awareness of reorganization plans and objectives
is limited to 11 per cent of the public.
An additional k9 per cent of tri-county residents are
superficially aware of reorganization efforts, bringing the total
awareness base to 60 per cent.
The remainder — or *tO per cent of the Metropolitan
public — is totally unaware of any move to consolidate or reorgan-
ize governments in the area.
Awareness is concentrated among "opinion leader11 types,
or those citizens most likely to participate in civic and govern-
ment affairs.
Reorganization Support
In principle, voters generally approve of governmental
reorganization. On acceptance of specific plans, there is con-
siderably more conflict.
This is particularly true of reorganization plans which
involve structural changes in government, such as consolidation
of counties or unification of unincorporated areas with a single
city government. The public generally rejects these types of
plans.
More acceptable are those proposals which would consoli-
date or streamline community services, but would not affect the
autonomy of city and county governments,
-1-
SUMMARY
Reorganization Support (Cont.)
Examples are:
-- A voluntary urban council or Metropolitan
municipality, which would advise on govern-
ment and service problems,
— A Metropolitan service district, which would
weld the counties into a single service unit,
and
-- A Metropolitan Planning Commission, with
authority to approve or disapprove of forma-
tion of new cities or service districts.
Merger or annexation plans generally meet with the approval
of central cities, but run into resistance in the outlying areas.
One reason for this is a fear of "big city" concentration of power,
which could lead to a loss of identity or independence for the more
Sparsely populated areas.
Percentagewise, governmental reorganization is received
most favorably by college graduates, upper-middle income brackets,
white collar workers, men and middle-age groups.
On an area basis, reorganization support is stronger in
Multnomah and Washington Counties than in Clackamas, which can
only be classified as a "resistance pocket."
.Chart Resume
The following pages contain a chart resume of reorganization
support. In analyzing area findings, especially those in Chart C,
ft should be borne in mind that concurrent majorities are required
for passage of several of the plans.
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Chart C.
Approval of Reorganization Proposals
10 2,0 3,0 40 5,° 60 70 80 90 100
Multnomah
County
Washington
Clackamas
Establishing £ Voluntary Urban Council to Assist in
Communications and Advise on Govt. and Service Matters
72%
67%
Port 1 and
City
Outside
Portland
Wash i ngton
Inc.
Washington
I - Uninc.
Clackamas
Inc.
Clackamas
I Uninc,
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Annexation of Suburbs by Central Cities
Chart C.
Approval of Reorganization Plans
Multnomah
County
Washington
Clackamas
Mu1tnomah
County
Portland
City
Outside
Portland
Merqinq the Government of the City of Portland
with the Multnomah County Government
53%
47%
55%
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Combining Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties
Into a Metro District to Take Care of Community Services
Chart C.
Approval of Reorganization Proposals
10 20 30 kO 50 60
» i < i i i
70 80 90 100
Portland
City
Outside
Portland
tshington
Inc.
Washington
Uninc.
Packamas
Inc.
Packamas
Uninc.
Multnomah
County
Washington
Creating a_ Metropolitan Planning Commission to Approve
of New Ci t ies or D i s t r i c t s to Provide Community Services
51%
52%
50%
55%
39%
Combininq All Urban Areas Into One City to Provide
Community Services and Assist in their Administration
3**%
50%
ky/Q
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Chart C.
Approval of Reorganization Proposals
10 20 30 kO 50 60 70 80 90 100
Multnomah
County
Washington
Clackamas
Portland
City
Outside
Portland
Washington
inc.
"Washington
Uninc.
fclackamas
Inc.
Clackamas
Uninc.
Forming A l l Areas Outside of Any City Limits Into
a New, Single City w i t h T t s Own Government
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Consolidating Multnomah. Washington and Clackamas
to Form a. Single, Unified County
II
SUMMARY
Community Services
A satisfaction scale was constructed for each of 11
community services. With the exception of "parking and traffic,11
the general pattern was one of satisfaction with services received.
Satisfaction scores ranged from 90 per cent for "fire
protection," down to 37 pet* cent for "mental health facilities."
While the "mental health" score was relatively low, much of this
fs due to indecision (35% "Undecided"), which depressed both
positive and negative performance figures.
The heaviest protest was voiced against "parking and traffic,"
followed by "air pollution control" and "Sewage disposal and drainage."
In terms of urgency, "air pollution" is not considered to be as
critical a problem as sewage, traffic or police protection.
Collectively, average satisfaction scores (for the 11 fields)
were as follows:
Satisfied with services 63%
Dissatisfied 28
Undecided <L
100%
(For individual scores, see pages S-37-60.)
As a whole, the Metropolitan public does not view the service
|f situation with alarm. In the absence of a general crisis, a more
convincing argument for consolidation is that which stresses benefits
to be gained through centralized handling of services which pose
; .area-wide problems.
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Money and Taxes
At this time, there is some feeling that consolidation of
county governments would result in a tax savings* The feeling, how
r
ever, is far from unanimous. The picture:
-
Believe consolidation would
save taxpayers' money
Cost taxpayers more money . . .
Undecided or no effect on taxes.
48%
31
21
100%
Speaking of taxes, it is the consensus that present levies
are too high, and there is rather strong opposition to any tax
increase earmarked for improvement of community services.
• inton Leaders
In every public, there is a small group of articulate,
socially active people who carry strong weight in the community.
Such persons are commonly called "opinion leaders."
As the following figures indicate, there is relatively good
acceptance of reorganization among the power structure of the community,
Opinion Total
Leaders Public
Actively aware of reorganization
Approve of reorganization principle
Approve of reorganization plans
which involve structural changes
in government . . ,
Approve of plans which do not
involve structural changes .
Believe county consolidation
would save tax monies
36%
68
45
70
56
1 1 h
58
39
58
48
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NARRATIVE OF F I N D I N G S
r
AWARENESS OF
REORGANIZATION EFFORTS
The success of a government reorganization program hinges
heavily on the ability to generate interest and involvement in the
movement among citizens of the community.
To measure the magnitude of the educational job which lies
ahead, an initial objective of the study was to establish an
awareness base.
The picture:
Actively Aware of
Reorganization Efforts:
Heard or read of possibility
of government consolidation
and discussed it with others . . . . 11%
Passively Aware:
Heard or read of possibility,
with no discussion • *+9
Unaware 40
Total . 100%
(Sample) (1307)
Beyond providing a measurement of present awareness, these
figures act as bench marks for subsequent progress study.
A detailed investigation was made of the reactions of
these exposure groups to governmental reorganization. In virtually
eVery instance, there was a strong correlation between degree of
exposure and tendencies to endorse reorganization plans and
Principles.
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To i l l u s t r a t e : (Read down)
Actively Passively
Aware Aware Unaware
Approve of premise of
government consol idat ion . .
Disapprove
Qualified ("It all depends")
Undecided . . .
Totals . . . .
(Samples) . .
71%
18
3
8
100%
(139)
46%
28
10
16
100%
(610)
32%
38
7
100%
(558)
Mathematically, the positive relationship between awareness
and approval is encouraging to proponents of reorganization. From
a practical standpoint, however, there is the question of which is
cause and which Is effect.
It may be, for example, that pro-consolidation attitudes
are more the result of an inherent interest in community affairs
than exposure to the problem per se.
This suggestion finds support in the fact that awareness-
approval of reorganization is markedly higher among "opinion leaders"
than the mass public. \J
In other words, at this early stage, one would expect a
reciprocal relationship between awareness and approval of govern-
ment reorganization simply because "aware" citizens are the types
roost likely to participate in community and government affairs.
'Opinion Leaders": The more active and articulate members
of the community. See "Opinion Leader" section of report
for qualifactions and particulars.
As documented below, awareness of reorganization efforts
and objectives among the mass public is superficial at best.
Mass Opinion
Awareness Classification: Public Leaders
Actively aware of
consolidation possibility . . . 9% 3&%
Pass?vely aware . . . . . . . . kS kS
Unaware 42 19
Totals 100% 100%
(Samples) (1150) (157)
Area Patterns
There was no significant variation in awareness between
the publics of central cities and outlying areas.
On a county basis, however, Multnomah residents exhibited
somewhat greater awareness of the problem than did voters of
Clackamas and Washington Counties, which followed in that order.
Speaking of Multnomah County, a 1963 survey of the area
|so touched on the awareness aspect of consolidation. 2/
lifference in question wordings between the two studies precludes
absolute comparison.
Nevertheless, the following comparisons are directional,
icate that there has been no appreciable increase in awareness
k ^organization problem during the past two years.
I 1:
t ' tute for Community Studies, University of Oregon, 1963.
n
Multnomah County
Awareness of Reorganization: 1965 1963
Actively Aware:
Participated in dis-
cussions of problem . . . . 12% 20%
Passively Aware:
Heard of problem, but
no discussion 51
Interested, but taken
no action on it . . . 3^
Unaware:
Haven't heard of problem
or have no interest in it. . 37 ^6
Totals 100% 100%
(Samples) (501) (3^2)
Sources of Information
If residents of the Metropolitan area were to seek out
information on government reorganization, the present tendency
is to turn to city or county units of local government.
Suffice it to say, this could have serious ramifications
if city and county officials were apathetic or anti-consolidation
minded.
2' Units included in the awareness inquiry of 1963 were "Portland
and Multnomah County governments." The 1965 study covered
consolidation of "some of the governments of Multnomah,
Washington and Clackamas Counties.11
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REORGANIZATION IN PRINCIPLE
In terms of community acceptance of reorganization, there are
two distinct facets to the problem — the "principle11 and the "application,"
In principle, voters approve of
reorganizat ion.
In practice, they are not so sure
? t would work.
From a public information standpoint, this conflict indicates
the need to promote the principle before the plan, so that the climate
is conducive to approval when the specifics are spelled out.
Voter reactions to the various plans are analyzed in a subse-
quent section. For the moment, let's look more closely at the principle
of governmental reorganization.
Four fields of inquiry tapped public attitudes toward the idea
of consolidating governments or service districts in the Metropolitan
area.
Capsulized, the findings were
-- A plurality of 43 per cent favored the idea of
combining governments in the Metropolitan area.
(Reference: Table 5)
"" 73 per cent felt it would be to the community's
advantage to join with other governments to
handle common problems. (Reference: Table 35)
— 5^ per cent stated that one Metropolitan govern-
ment could provide services more efficiently
than separate county governments.
(Reference: Table 32)
— 62 per cent said 250 governments in the Metro-
politan area are "too many."
(Reference: Table 3k)
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Now, for an index of attitudes on the principle of govern-
mental reorganization, the results to these areas of inquiry have
been averaged and tabulated by counties. (Read down)
Index of Attitudes Toward Total County:
Governmental Reorganization: Sample Mult. Clackamas Wash.
Favorable to the
principle 58% 61% 46% 51%
Unfavorable 27 24 41 32
qualified ("Yes and No"
or "it all depends") . 3 3 3 3
Undecided 12 12 10 14
Totals . . . 100% 100% 100% 100%
(Samples). . (1307) (501) (400) (406)
The over-all pattern is positive, although Clackamas County
is marginal. This same pattern prevailed throughout the study, i.e.,
Clackamas was considerably more critical of consolidation than
companion counties in the Metro area.
A similar composite picture was developed for "inside" and
"outside" central cities in the tri-county area.
Central Outside
Classi fication: Cities Cities
Favorable to principle
of consolidation 61% 52%
Unfavorable 24 32
Qual ified 3 4
Undecided 12 12
Totals 100% 100%
(Samples) (730 (576)
On the principle of governmental reorganization, the opinion
vote passes the test with concurrent majorities; Nevertheless, the
less populous areas are more reluctant to join with their "big city1'
neighbors than is true in reverse. One reason for* this is a fear
of concentration of power, which could lead to a loss of identity
and independence for the more Sparsely populated areas.
On the other side of the cbin, the major advantages seen
in consolidation are "economy,1' "uniformity" and "elimination or1
reduction in duplication of servicesJ1
-19-
population Patterns
In political campaigns, opinion research is used as radar
to identify "friend" and "foe," so that educational efforts can be
tailored to the target and aimed at disaffected elements.
The following chart shows the differential between the
average "favorable" and "unfavorable" response to the four fields
of inquiry on the "principles" of reorganization (see page 17).
In addition, the column to the
indecision among each group (including
Favor-
Group: able
By Area:
Portland City 64%
Outside Portland 53
Clackamas Incorporated . . 44
Clackamas Unincorporated. . 49
Washington Incorporated . . 50
Washington Unincorporated . 52
By Awareness of Reorganization:
Actively aware 74
Passively aware 60
Unaware 51
By Education:
College - complete . . . , 70
College - partial . . . . . 58
High school 58
Grade or no schooling . . . 49
far right shows the average
"qualified" response).
Unfav-
orable
21%
29
42
39
31
32
18
25
30
19
32
27
24
Differ- } Unde-
ential I cided
43%
24
2
10
19
20
56
35
21
51
26
31
25
j 1
18
14
12
19
16
8
15
19
11
10
15
27
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Population Patterns (Cont.)
By Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lowe r
By Occupat ion:
Professional-managerial . .
White collar workers . . .
Blue collar workers . . . .
Agricultural and other . .
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats
Republicans .
Not registered or other .
By Sex:
Male ,
Female
By Age:
21 - 39 years
^0 - 59 . . .
60 or over
Opinion Leaders
Favor- Unfav- , Dif fer- . Unde-
able
62%
59
53
62
61
55
orable
24%
27
26
2k
26
28
(too few to percentage)
58
59
57
65
52
56
62
56
27
27
22
2k
28
31
25
21
23
ential
+ 38%
+ 32
+ 27
+ 38
+ 35
+ 27
+ 31
+ 32
+ 35
+ k\
+ 2k
+ 25
+ 37
+ 35
+ kS
cided
\k
21
\k
13
17
15
]k
21
20
13
13
I
9
The preceding comparisons again pinpoint Clackamas County as
a resistance pocket.
On the support side, governmental reorganization is received
with greatest favor among the upper socio-economic brackets, among
and, as noted before, opinion leaders.
Politically, support follows non-partisan lines.
-21-
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REORGANIZATION PLANS
Eight proposals for reorganization of government were
presented to a cross-section of the tri-county electorate. Follow-
ing are findings in rank order of approval.
In analyzing this "vote," the reader is urged to pay partic-
ular attention to the "Undecided" column which, in many cases,
constitutes the pendulum of power.
About this "Undecided" voter: In an election test, he is
less likely to go to the polls than the voter whose attitudes have
jelled. But, when he does turn out, the "Undecided" voter tends
to resist change, because he is unfamiliar with the issues. Conse-
quently, he usually votes "no" for status quo.
Not all of the proposals presented require approval by the
electorate. However, on those where a majority vote is required,
the "Undecided" column is of critical importance in evaluating the
chances of a particular plan.
(A)
"For Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties, how would you
feel about setting up a voluntary urban council, consisting of
presently elected officials, which would not have the power to
govern, but would discuss regional problems, assist in communi-
cations between governments, and make recommendations on matters
which affect government and services in the community?"
(Read across)
 r^ , A n. c. , ,, ,
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Area: Approve prove prove Pi sapprove c? ded (Base)
Multnomah County . . 12% 60 8 6 14 (160)
Clackamas County . . 21% 43 14 12 10 (133)
Washington County . 10% 57 21 4 8 (143)
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(B)
"Think now of Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Yamhill, Columbia
and Clark Counties, For these counties, how would you feel about
setting up a voluntary urban council, consisting of presently elected
officials, which would not have the power to govern, but would dis-
cuss regional problems, assist in communications between governments,
and make recommendations on matters which affect government and
services in the counties?" (NOTE: This is identical to precedi
proposal, except that it includes more counties.) 4/
ng
Area:
Multnomah County . .
Clackamas County . .
Washington County
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Approve prove prove Pi sapprove ci ded (Base)
11°/
1 J/O
11%
10%
52
50
52
12
16
24
8
11
6
15
12
8
(131)
(132)
(130
(c)
"How would you feel about annexing the suburbs of Portland to the City
of Portland?" (Multnomah County)
"How would you feel about annexing the suburbs of (incorporated city)
to that city?" (Washington and Clackamas Counties)
Area:
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Approve prove prove Pi sapprove cided (Base)
Multnomah County . . .
Portland City . . .
Outside Portland . .
Clackamas County . . .
Incorporated . . . .
Unincorporated . . .
Washington County . .
Incorporated . . . .
Unincorporated
 o . .
12%
14%
7%
5%
5%
k%
7%
10%
5%
49
53
38
ks
59
38
kS
59
k2
22
17
36
29
2k
33
21
11
27
8
7
12
7
2
13
7
5
8
9
9
7
10
10
12
17
15
18
(501)
(370
(130)
(400)
(211)
(189)
(406)
(149)
(257)
4/ A split-sample was used on this and the preceding plan, where
each variation was presented to alternate respondents. Sample
sizes for the two tabulations are smaller than other bases,
since these questions ware asked on a recall basis, (at the
request of the Commission) after conclusion of field work.
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(o)
"As you know, a service district is a local unit set up to supply
such things as water, fire protection and sewage disposal„ How
would you feel about forming Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties into one Metropolitan district to take care of such
services;
Area:
Total Sample . . . .
Multnomah County . .
Clackamas County . .
Washington County .
Strongly
Approve
12%
13%
9%
13%
Ap-
prove
43
to
38
45
Di sap-
prove
28
26
39
28
Strongly
Disapprove
8
8
9
5
Unde-
cided
9
9
5
9
(Base)
(1307)
(501)
(400)
(406)
(E)
"How would you feel about merging the government of the City of
Portland with the Multnomah County government?"
Area:
Multnomah County . .
 #
Portland City , . .
Outside Portland . .
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Approve prove prove Di sapprove ci ded (Base)
13%
16%
5%
40
39
42
26
23
34
7
6
9
14
16
10
(501)
(370
(130)
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(F)
"How would you feel about creating a Metropolitan Planning Commission
with the authority to approve or disapprove of such things as the
formation of new cities or districts to provide community services?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Area: Approve prove prove D? sapprove cided (Base)
Total Sample 6% 44 28 10
Multnomah County . . . 6% 45 27 10
Portland City . . . 7% ^ 2 4 12
Outside Portland . . 4% 48 35 5
5%
3%
8%
6%
8%
5%
44
34
36
33
47
42
50
24
40
39
41
25
25
26
12
12
13
8
11
14
8
14
17
11
(1307)
(501)
(370
(130)
(400)
(211)
(189)
(406)
(149)
(257)
Clackamas County . . .   40 10
Incorporated . . . .    8
Unincorporated . . . 8% 33 41 10
Washington County . , 6% 47 25 8
Incorporated . . . . 8% 42 25 8
Unincorporated . . . 5% 50 26 8
(G)
"How would you feel about combining all urban areas in Multnomah,
Washington and Clackamas Counties into one city, which would provide
the area with community services, such as water supply, sewage
disposal and transportation, and would work with present governments
in the administration of such services?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde- 5/
Area: Approve prove prove Dlsapprove cided (Base)
Total Sample
 o . . . . 9% 38 26 14
Multnomah County . . . 11% 39 24 12
Clackamas County . . . 7% 27 30 24
Washington County . . 5% 38 32 15
13
14
12
10
(820)
(290
(255)
(274)
2/ Bases do not equal out to total sample count (on other proposals),
since this question was asked on a recall basis after conclusion
°f field work, at the request of the Commission.
(H)
"How would you fee l about consolidating Multnomah, Washington
Clackamas Counties to form a s ingle , un i f i ed county?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
and
Reaction:
Multnomah County . .
Portland City . .
Outside Portland .
Clackamas County . .
Incorporated . . .
Unincorporated . .
Washington County
Incorporated . . .
Unincorporated . .
Approve
7%
85o
9%
5%
5%
6%
5%
3%
k%
3%
prove
28
30
32
2k
19
18
21
24
19
26
prove
38
36
34
41
49
50
47
44
47
42
Di sapprove
11
10
9
11
18
16
20
14
13
15
cided
16
16
16
19
9
10
7
15
17
14
(Base)
(1307)
(501)
(371)
(130)
(400)
(211)
(139)
(406)
(149)
(257)
(I)
"How would you feel about leaving all incorporated cities in Multnomah,
Washington and Clackamas Counties as they are, but forming all areas out-
side of any city limits into a new, single city with its own government?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Reaction:
Total Sample . . .
 o
Multnomah County . .
Portland City . .
Outside Portland .
Clackamas County . .
Incorporated . . ,
Unincorporated . ,
Washington County .
incorporated . . .
Unincorporated . .
Approve
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
#
#
1%
prove
14
14
14
13
14
16
13
14
12
16
prove
50
50
48
54
54
55
53
48
47
48
Di sapprove
22
22
24
18
20
15
26
19
21
18
ci ded
12
12
12
13
11
13
8
19
19
18
(Base)
(1307)
(501)
(371)
(130)
(400)
(211)
(139)
(406)
(149)
(257)
!=
 Less than 0.5% or none in sample)
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Of the eight proposals studied, five contemplate a structural
change in government, which would require voter approval for adoption.
The remaining three proposals would shift responsibility or power,
but would not replace or remove existing governments. Two of the
plans would require an act of the legislature, while the third
(voluntary urban council) could be established by agreement of local
officials.
To bring the reorganization picture into sharper focus, a
collective tabulation was made to indicate relative acceptance of the
two types of reorganization,
Proposals Which Contemplate:
Structural No
Change in Structural
Publ?c Reaction: Government Change
Strongly approve 7% 11%
Approve . 32 hi
Total approving . . 39% 58%
Disapprove 3^ 2k
Strongly disapprove . . . 15 8
Total disapproving. *f9% 32%
Undecided 12 10
Totals . . . . 100% 100%
Obviously, the most palatable proposal is that which does
not disturb present governmental structures -- which retains a
semblance to status quo.
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This was the consensus in each county. Rejection of proposals
involving structural changes was highest in Clackamas County (58%),
followed by Washington (50%) and Multnomah (49%). These figures are
exclusive of the "Undecided," which usually tends toward the negative.
Following is a discussion of each reorganization plan:
Voluntary Urban Council
This is probably the least involved of the proposals,
since a Council could be established under a common
consent pact.
One of the primary appeals of a Council appears to be
that its powers are advisory rather than governmental,
coupled with the fact that it would consist of presently
elected officials. It would be a supplement to, not
a substitute for, present government, thus preserving
status quo.
Residents of the Metropolitan area prefer a three-
county Council, rather than extending it into Yamhill,
Columbia and Clark Counties.
Annexation
Annexation would be decided at the polls and would
require concurrent majorities for adoption.
This is the crux of the problem. Residents of central
cities, including Portland, approve of annexation.
In conflict are voters of the outlying areas, many of
whom fear "big city" domination, which could jeopard-
ize their independence and minimize their chances of
representation in government.
On the other hand, proponents of annexation say that
suburbs "are really a part of the city," that common
problems could be handled more efficiently with an
equalized tax load, and with the possibility that
present tax levels could be maintained or, even,
lowered.
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Metropolitan Service District
This proposal, which would weld the three counties
into one Metropolitan service district, would require
an act of the legislature. Whether subsequent voter
approval is needed would depend on the legislation.
A Metro service district would entail a shift in
governmental powers but no loss of autonomy.
A Metro service district finds favor with a majority
of residents in Multnomah and V/ashington Counties,
but Clackamas respondents, again, split on the issue.
With the exception of parking and traffic, most
families are fairly well satisfied with the services
they are receiving. Consequently, there is no crisis
in their minds at present. If this is a signal of
complacency, a Metro service district measure could
face a stern test at the polls.
The chief advantages of a Metropolitan service district
are viewed as "efficiency," "economy" and "standard-
ization of services."
Multnomah Merger
A merger of the City of Portland government with the
Multnomah County government met with the approval of
a majority of Portlanders interviewed, and a plurality
of respondents in the outlying areas.
Since, in a voting test, a merger would require con-
current majorities, the decisive factor would be the
way the "vote" crystallizes in the outlying areas.
Metropolitan Planning Commission
This body, which would require legislative enactment,
would not affect the structure of present governments,
but would result in a realignment of power. If estab-
lished, as described in the study, it would have the
authority to form new cities or districts to provide
community services.
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Metropolitan Planning Commission (Cont.)
Support for a Metropolitan Planning Commission is
slightly stronger in the outlying areas than in central
cities. The balance of opinion in Multnomah and
Washington counties favors a Commission. Clackamas
County is the diametric opposite.
Nearly two thirds of those who selected a Planning
Commission as the best reorganization plan, stressed
that "pianni nq" should precede action.
Metropolitan Municipality
Under this proposal, urban districts in the tri-county
area would be consolidated to supply community services
and assist in their administration. Similar municipal-
ities are operational in London, England and Toronto,
Canada.
Indications are that a Metropolitan municipality
measure would meet with rather intense opposition
in Clackamas County, and would also face an uphill
fight in Washington County.
This observation is based on county-wide opinion
patterns. This does not, necessarily, rule out
acceptability of the plan by small units within and
between counties, should statutes permit such
consoli dat ion.
One Metropolitan County
This plan, which would consolidate Multnomah,
Washington and Clackamas Counties into a single
unit, was looked on with disfavor by respondents
in all three counties.
This and the following plan, both of which would
restructure governments in all three counties, were
the least acceptable of the reorganization alternatives
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rnn«;o1 idation of Unincorporated Areas
This possibility, which would consolidate all
unincorporated areas into a new, single city with
its own government, was unanimously rejected.
Geographical dispersion, with the problems it poses,
was one of the chief objections.
In summary, it is apparent that the Metro public is wary of
plans which contemplate sweeping structural changes in city and
county governments. This is corroborated by an independent inquiry
on existing governments.
The question:
"How would you feel about leaving the present
governments of cities and counties as they are?"
Reaction:
Approve of leaving
governments as they
are
Disapprove
Undecided . . . . .
Totals . . . .
(Samples) . .
Mult- Clack- Washing-
nomah amas ton
Wo
9
100%
(501)
66%
27
7
100%
(400)
52%
33
15
100%
(406)
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COMMUNITY SERVICES
The Metropolitan public is much more inclined to accept
reorganization of service districts than of city and county
governments.
The question now arises:
"Which services would the public like to
see consolidated?"
Hypothetically, these would be ones which are generating
the greatest dissatisfaction and which are considered to be area
rather than local problems.
This hypothesis can be checked out by isolating respond-
ents into the following "satisfaction-problem" groups and con-
trasting their attitudes toward a Metropolitan service district.
(Read across)
Disposition Toward Metro
Service District
Attitudinal Group:
Dissatisfied with key
services (sewage disposal,
water supply, police protec-
tion and feel these are
area-wide problems
Favor Oppose
Unde-
cided Total
70% 27
Satisfied with key services
(same as above) and feel
these are local problems . . .
100%
100%kk% 50 6
Individually, cross-breakdowns indicate that more is to be X
gained by stressing the positive aspects of "area-wide" consolidation,
than pointing up pitfalls in the present system which engender
^satisfaction.
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Following is a satisfaction scale for each service studied,
together with an appraisal of whether the problem is of local or
area-wide nature.
e Satisfaction
. . .FIRE PROTECTION
WATER SUPPLY
Satisfied
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
90%
7
L.
100%
87%
12
L_
100%
Satisfied . . . 77%
HOSPITAL FACILITIES Dissatisfied. . 19
No opinion. . . 4
100%
POLICE PROTECTION
COMMUNITY PARKS &
RECREATIONAL
AREAS
BUS SERVICE
OR TRANSPORTATION
SEWAGE DISPOSAL
OR DRAINAGE
AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion, . *
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion, . .
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
70%
27
3
100%
67%
27
6
100%
61%
32
7
100%
59%
36
5
100%
53%
38
9
Problem Nature
100%
(Continued on following page)
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Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. •
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
50
6
100%
30%
64
6
100%
38%
53
100%
35%
60
5
100%
42%
50
8
100%
31%
62
100%
30%
Too%
20%
73
7
100%
Service
COMMUNITY PLANNING
AND ZONING
PARKING AND
TRAFFIC
MENTAL HEALTH
FACILITIES
Satisfaction
Satisfied . . . 51%
Dissatisfied. . 27
No opinion. . . 22
100%
Problem Nature
Satisfied . . .
Dissatisfied. .
No opinion. . .
47%
51
2__
100%
Local . . . .
Area • . • .
No opinion. .
Local . . . .
Area . . . .
No opinion. .
34%
55
11
100%
42%
52
6
100%
Satisfied . . . 37%
Dissatisfied. . 28
No opinion. . . 35
100%
Local . . . . 14%
Area . . . . 72
No opinion. . 14
100%
The above figures measure the circumference of the problem,
i.e., the circle of critics surrounding each service.
A supplementary measure of problem intensity Is provided by
an inquiry which pitted the problems against each other in terms of
importance. 6/
The three most important problems in this test were "sewage
disposal or drainage," "parking and traffic" and "police protection."
In combination, these data indicate that those concerned
over sewage disposal and traffic problems are relatively large in
number and vocal in nature.
On the other hand, there is considerably less criticism of
police protection, but the concern which exists is fairly acute in
character.
able 20, page S-37.
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MONEY AND TAXES
At one time or another, the question of governmental
reorganization is, inevitably, reduced to tax considerations.
At this time (Fall, 1965), there is some feeling that
consolidation of county governments would result ?n a tax savings.
This feeling, however, is far from unanimous. Note:
Believe Consolidation Total
of County Governments Would: Sample
Save the taxpayers1
money 48%
Cost taxpayers more
money 31
Not affect taxes one way
or the other, or
undecided at this time . . . . . 21
Total 100%
(Sample) (1307)
Residents of Multnomah and Washington Counties tend to
agree that consolidation would effect some savings. Clackamas
County disagrees, which helps to explain i ts resistance to reorgani
zation of existing governments.
To i l lustrate the extent to which voters rationalize
reorganization stands on the basis of pocketbook impact, here is
a
 tabulation which charts acceptance of reorganization plans by
the above "tax effect" groups.
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Believe Consolidation Would:
Composite Acceptance Save the Tax- Cost Taxpayer
of Governmental Reorganization: Jj payer Money More Honey
Approve of governmental
reorganization 57% 29%
D? s a p p r o v e 32 59
d u a l i f i e d o r U n d e c i d e d . . . . 11 12
Totals 100% 100%
(Samples) (56l) (**33)
The decisiveness of this pattern indicates the need for
expanding believabi1ity of the "savings" theme, particularly as it
relates to the personal pocketbook.
On the premise that voter attitudes are conditioned, not
only by expected effect on taxes, but by the level of present levies,
a study was made of service satisfaction in relation to tax load.
As the following figures testify, the tax climate surrounding
community services is not favorable.
If Average response to eight fields of inquiry.
See questions 5, 7(a)(b)(c)(d)(e)(f) and 8 on schedule
appended to report.
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Appraisal of Tax Levels Total
in Relation to Services Rendered: Sample
Much too high 3^ /o
L i t t l e too high 31
About r ight 27
Undecided 8
100%
Reaction to Tax Increase
to Provide Improved Services:
Strongly approve 3%
Approve 30
Disapprove 3^
Strongly disapprove 27
Undecided 6
Total 100%
(Sample) (1307)
Even the most ardent proponents of governmental reorgani
zation opposed a tax increase by a seven-to-five margin.
Anti-tax attitudes are not unusual, especially when an
increase is in prospect. Nevertheless, this negative frame of
wind suggests the need for avoiding the tax "tag," so far as a
governmental reorganization measure or move is concerned.
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OPINION LEADERS
In every public, there is a small group of articulate,
socially active people who carry strong weight in the community.
They are frequently asked for advice and opinions and, consequently,
exert strong influence on community and legislative matters.
Because of this, it was deemed important to study the
reactions of "opinion leaders" toward governmental reorganization
and issues affecting it.
Opinion leaders were isolated from the mass public through
a series of qualifying questions. 8/
Variations in attitudes toward governmental reorganization
between opinion leaders and the total public are charted on the
followi ng page.
In every comparison, opinion leaders are more favorably
disposed toward reorganization, or concomitant issues. This, of
course, indicates good support for reorganization among the power
structure of the community.
£/ Qualifications of "Opinion Leaders": (l) Be a home owner, and
(2) take an active part in discussions about state and community
affairs, and (3) be asked for his or her opinion on state or
community affairs within recent months, and (k) belong to at
least one civic organization in the community o£ know a political
office holder personally. Twelve per cent of the sample qualified
as "opinion leaders."
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Area:
Actively aware of reorganization
efforts and objectives
Passively aware
Approve of principle of
government reorganization . . .
Approve of reorganization
plans which involve structural
changes in government
Approve of plans which do not
involve structural changes . . .
Believe consolidation of county
governments would save taxpayer
monies
Characterize local taxes as
"too high" in relation
to community services received .
Approve of a tax increase to
provide increased community
services . .
Opinion
Leaders
36%
45
81%
68%
70%
56%
56%
54%
Total
Sample
11%
49
60%
58%
39%
58%
48%
65%
33%
9/
Figures vary slightly from those reported on page 15,
since "Total Sample" includes "Opinion Leaders,"
whereas "Mass Public" does not.
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THE STATISTICS
Table_1
Question
Problems Facing the Community Today. (Read down)
"What, in your opinion, are the most important problems facing
this community today?"
County:
Total Mult- Clack- V/ashing-
Sample nomah amas ton
Tra f f i c and__Transportation ' o n : T r a f f i c
~~ congest ion; road improvement; worry
of freeway; inadequate p u b l i c t r a n s -
p o r t a t i o n ; speed; t r a f f i c s a f e t y . . . . 21%
Juveni le, Youth Problems: J u v e n i l e
del inquency; j o b s f o r you th ;
recrea t iona l areas f o r young;
morals, educa t ion o f youth \k
Water Problems: F lood ing , dra inage;
sewage f a c i l i t i e s , p o l l u t i o n 13
Taxes, F inanc ia l Problems: H i gh
taxes, community expenses; budget
problems; unemployment 10
Social, Racial Problems: I n teg ra -
t i o n ; r ac i a l d is tu rbances , demon-
s t r a t i ons ; soc ia l c o m p a t i b i l i t y . . . . 9
Schools: Be t te r schools ; more
schools; educat iona l standards . . . . 8
Crime: Po l ice p r o t e c t i o n ;
vandalism; b e t t e r s t r ee t l i g h t i n g
to prevent cr ime 8
Population Problems: Keeping up
with p o p u l a t i o n ; p lanning and
zoning; i n d u s t r i a l progress paced
to popula t ion . „ . . . . „ 7
Urban_Problems: Urban renewal;
depreciated urban p r o p e r t i e s ;
cleanup of urban areas; housing
•or low-income urban f a m i l i e s . . . . . 5
—Lgcel1 anemia- Hea l t h , hosp i t a l
f a c i l i t i e s ; p o l i t i c s ; c i v i c
apathy; pe ts ; weed con t ro l 6
^ -Prob lems 12
9
Totals 122%
S-2
IPrr<hIem(s) :
2. Advantages of L i v ing in Community. (Read down)
m c t ion: "What advantages, i f any, are there in l i v i n g in t h i s community
, . . ?" (See quest ionnaire f o r complete wording)
Near(er) to shopping centers ,
business f a c i l i t i e s , place of
employment
Suburban l i v i n g ; less crowded;
more space; less indust ry
^Urban l i v i n g ; b ig c i t y
?Transportation f a c i l i t i e s
A v a i l a b i l i t y o f community
services; improved services
Good schools; more schools;
school t r anspo r ta t i on
Recreational, soc ia l f a c i l i t i e s ;
churches; swimming pools; parks;
entertainment
Police, f i r e p ro tec t i on
Taxes; bet ter tax s t ruc tu re
Cost of l i v i n g ; lower cost of
l i v ing
Medical, hospital facilities
Little noise; less noise .
Little or no traffic problems;
minimum of traffic congestion . „ . . .
Good government; better government . ,
Less juvenile delinquency; fewer
youth problems; less crime
Less pollution; fresh .air
Miscellaneous
No advantages or undecided
( Totals . . . .
l# • Less than 0.5%)
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Mul
Port-
1 and
55%
-
8
31
\h
13
12
12
8
7
k
2
2
1
1
-
3
10
183%
tnomah
Outsi de
Portland
15%
52
3
3
15
#
3
10
2
1
11
10
5
3
8
k
21
166%
Clack-
amas
12%
71
-
1
2
12
5
1
10
2
1
20
\k
3
5
6
k
_2
176%
Washi ng-
ton
75
-
2
1
10
5
#
6
2
#
17
14
2
7
12
2
i
T hie 3. Disadvantages of Living in Community. (Read down)
Question: "What disadvantages, if any, are there in living in this community
. „ . . ? " (Refer to questionnaire for complete wording)
Crowded, congested area; restrictions
imposed by population; lack of privacy.
Noise; lack of quiet
Traffic, parking problems;
heavy traffic
Dirt, smog, pollution; not as
clean as rural areas
Taxes; heavy taxes; increased taxes . .
Juvenile delinquency; crime . . . „ . .
Lack of, or inadequate recreational
facilities
Distance to shopping centers, business
areas; time required to commute . . . .
Lack of community services; substandard
community services
Cost of public transportation; cost
of commuting
| High cost of living; living costs . . .
Lack of schools; inadequate schools . .
Police, fire protection
Medical, health facilities . . . . . .
poor government; lack of repre-
sentation in government . . .
Miscellaneous
f
No
 disadvantages or undecided
. Totals . , . .
• Less than 0,5%)
Mul
Port-
land
35%
15
14
10
9
6
4
3
2
2
2
2
#
#
2
3
.JJL
tnomah
Outside
Portland
3%
#
1
#
4
#
1
15
17
13
4
2
6
2
1
3
48
120%
Clack-
amas
3%
#
3
#
5
1
5
13
17
18
1
2
5
#
1
3
46
123%
Washing-
ton
2%
1
2
1
5
1
7
17
16
17
2
3
5
I
1
3
.JSL
123%
Disadvantage(s):
Awareness of Poss ib i l i t y of Government Consol idat ion. (Read-across,
0 stion: u § t Have you heard or read anything about the possibility
of consolidating some of the governments of Multnomah,
V/ashington and Clackamas Counties?"
(if YES) " . , Have you had quite a few discussions about
this, or little or no discussions about it?"
Group
Total Sample
By County:
Multnomah
Clackamas
Washington
By Education:
College - complete . . .
College - pa r t i a l . . .
High school
Grade or no schooling
ly Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lower
jBy Occupation:
Professional-managerial•
White co l la r workers . .
Blue co l la r workers . .
/ Pol i t ical A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans
Not registered/other . .
Sex:
Male
Female
|Y Age:
2 1 - 3 9
f - 59
&0 or over
lin|on Leaders
Aware and
Di scussion
11.
12%
11%
9%
22%
12%
9%
9%
10%
14%
13%
9%
17%
7%
14%
8%
10%
12%
13%
36%
Aware - No
Di scussion
49.1
51
47
41
53
51
49
44
58
47
47
55
50
47
50
53
42
51
48
40
52
57
45
Unaware
and D.K.
39.5
37
42
50
25
37
42
47
32
40
47
31
37
44
41
30
51
35
44
50
36
30
19
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table 4
5. General Reaction to idea of Consolidation, (Read across)
Question: "What do you think of the general idea of combining some of
the governments in this Metropolitan area -- do you favor
or oppose this general idea of consolidation?"
1/
Qual i - Unde-
Group: Favor Oppose f t e d c ided To ta l
Total Sample 43.3% 30.7 8.2 17.8 100.0%
By Area:
Multnomah County . . . . 47% 26 9 18 100%
Portland City . . . . 51% 23 8 18 100%
Outside Portland . . . 35% 35 12 18 100%
Clackamas County . . . . 30% 50 6 14 100%
Incorporated . . . . 27% 5^ *+ 15 100%
Unincorporated . . . 33% ^5 8 14 100%
Washington County . . . 33% ^2 4 21 100%
Incorporated 31% kl 6 21 100%
Unincorporated . . . . 34% 41 3 22 100%
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 71% 18 3 8 100%
Passively aware . . . . 46% 28 10 16 100%
Unaware 32% 33 7 23 100%
By Education:
College - complete . . . 59% 27 3 II 100%
College - partial . . . 43% 3k 8 15 100%
High school 41% 31 8 20 100%
Grade or no schooling . 39% 29 12 20 100%
BY Income Level:
Upper 53% 26 6 15 100%
Middle 42% 33 9 16 100%
Lower ' 3 7 % 26 8 29 100%
J Generally such qualifications as "It depends on the areas,"
or
 "In some ways yes, in some ways, no."
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Table 5j. general Reaction
"(Cont.)
to Idea of Consolidation,. (Read across)
Total Sample
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years
3 - 9 years
10 years or more . . . .
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial.
White collar workers . .
Blue collar workers . .
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats
Republicans
Not registered/other . .
By Sex:
Male
Female .
By Age:
21-29 . .
30-39
40 - k3
50-59 . ! . ! . . . .
60 or over . . . . . . .
°Pinion Leaders
1/
Quali-
Favor Oppose fied
43.3% 30.7
38%
46%
44%
50%
W o
38%
43%
48%
36%
51%
36%
34%
31%
50%
53%
47%
51%
36
29
29
30
32
31
31
32
29
31
30
41
31
31
25
25
33
Unde-
cided
8.2 17.8
8
10
8
4
7
10
9
5
11
7
14
7
5
9
6
18
15
19
16
13
21
17
15
24
10
26
18
24
12
17
19
10
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
S-7
Table 6. Sources of Information on Government Reorganization. (Read down)
QUEStion: "If y° u were looking for information on government reorganization,
where would you probably get this information •- through what
source, or sources?"
County:
Total Mult- Clack- Washing-
Source^): Sample nomah am.as ton
Local or county government;
county court house 25% 22% 27% W %
City government; mayor of city; cities
involved in reorganization 21 23 '9 15
State or federal government; governor,
senator, congressman; government
pamphlets; government generally . . . . 18 18 19 16
Newspaper(s) 16 17 M 12
Civic, religious, or fraternal organ-
ization; Chamber of Commerce; veterans'
association; grange; public meetings;
League of Women Voters; church . . . . 13 13 12 15
Books, magazines, publications on
reorganization; library 12 13 7 7
TV or radio; newscasts 6 6 3 3
Friend, relative, neighbor; word of
mouth; family discussions 5 ^ 9 5
Professional people; lawyer, judge,
educator 2 2 6 k
Portland Metropol i tan Study
Commission; Metropol i tan Planning
Commission; Portland Planning
Commission 2 2 1 1
County Planning Commission 1 1 2 2
Miscellaneous # # , # 1
Undecided 18 19 16 13
Totals . . . . 139% lW/o 132% 13**%!/
(Samples) . . . (1307) (501) C+OO) (406)
j ^ than 0.5%)
 >
- Results of this and similar tables may exceed 100%, due to
multiple response.
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Reaction to Formation of a New Single City with Own
Government, (Read across)
QuestionB c^-jon: "How would you feel about leaving all incorporated cities
in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties as they
are, but forming all areas outside of any city limits into
a new, single city with its own government?"
groupj
fetal S a m p l e . . » . . ,
WL Area:
Multnomah County . . . .
Portland C i t y . . . .
Outside Por t land . .
Clackamas County . . .
Incorporated . . . .
Unincorporated . . .
| Washington County , . .
Incorporated
Unincorporated . . . .
|y Awareness o f Government
|onsol i da t i on P o s s i b i l i t y :
Act ive ly aware
Passively aware . . . .
Unaware
y Education:
College - complete . .
College - p a r t i a l . . .
H<|gh school
Gt
*ade or no school ing .
ty Income Leve l :
uPper
Middle
Lower .
^
 a
 Less than 0.5%
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Approve prove prove Pi sapprove cided
1.8% 13.8 49.9 22.0 12.5
50 22 12
9°/
2%
1%
#
i%
13
14
16
13
14
12
16
48
54
54
55
53
48
47
48
24
18
20
15
26
19
21
18
12
13
11
13
8
19
19
18
3%
1%
2%
2%
2%
11
13
16
9
10
17
14
13
14
13
56
51
47
42
53
51
48
51
50
26
23
19
41
27
17
14
29
21
17
4
12
16
7
9
13
22
10
12
1 8
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Table7
(Cont.)
React ion to Formation o f a New S ing le C i t y With Own
Government. (Read across)
Groupj
Total Sample
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial
White co l l a r workers
Blue co l l a r workers . .
By Po l i t i ca l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans
Not registered/other
By Sex:
Male
Female .
By Age:
2 1 - 2 9
3 0 - 3 9
4 0 - 4 9
5 0 - 5 9
60 or over
Opinion Leaders
Strongly
Approve
1.8%
1%
2%
2%
2%
1%
2%
3%
1%
1%
Ap- Disap- Strongly
rove prove D? sapprove
13.8 49.9
10
12
16
14
11
16
11
16
15
15
12
16
12
48
52
49
52
49
46
51
48
56
46
**8
57
45
46
22.0
32
25
17
21
25
20
26
18
22
25
23
18
22
42
Unde-
cided
12,5
10
10
15
11
13
16
10
16
6
12
14
8
19
(# * Less than 0,5%)
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Reaction to Formation of Metropolitan Service District
(Read across)
"As you know, a service district is a local unit set up to
supply such things as water, fire protection and sewage disposal
How would you feel about forming Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas Counties into one Metropolitan district to take care
of such services?"
Strongly
Group&i Approve
Notal Sample 12.3%
|By Area:
Multnomah Coun ty 13%
P o r t l a n d C i t y 15%
Outs ide P o r t l a n d . . . . 7%
Clackamas C o u n t y . . . . . . 9%
I n c o r p o r a t e d . . . . . . 8%
U n i n c o r p o r a t e d 9%
Washington Coun ty 13%
I n c o r p o r a t e d . . . . . . 12%
U n i n c o r p o r a t e d
 o . . . . 13%
ty Awareness o f Government
Conso l ida t ion P o s s i b i l i t y :
A c t i v e l y aware . . . . . . 22%
Pass ive l y aware 12%
Unaware 11%
Educa t i on :
Col lege - c o m p l e t e . . . . 18%
College - p a r t i a l 11%
:H>gh schoo l . . . . . . . . . 13%
t r a d e o r no s c h o o l i n g . . . 5%
'ncome L e v e l :
Upper . , i i %
dl 107
/
Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
:>rove prove Pi sapprove cided
43.3
44
27.5
26
46
45
41
46
51
38
49
50
43
36
18
26
32
23
23
31
28
23
29
29
8.1
8
11
8
7
4
10
9
7
7
8
10
8.8
3
9
9
9
5
9
11
9
8
11
44
43
38
37
39
45
47
44
24
32
39
41
37
28
26
29
8
9
9
6
11
5
7
4
9
9
5
8
4
9
8
10
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Table 8 Reaction to Formation of Metropolitan Service District.
(Read across)
irouj
Total Sample
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . .
White co l l a r workers . . .
Blue co l la r workers . . . .
By Tenure:
Owners
Renters
By Po l i t i ca l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats .
Republicans
Not registered/other . . .
By Sex:
Male
Female
By Age:
2 1 - 2 9
3 0 - 3 9
40 - 49 . .
5 0 - 5 9 . . .
60 or over .
Opinion Leaders ,
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly
Approve prove prove Pi sapprove
12.3% 43.3 27.5
13%
17%
10%
11%
15%
11%
14%
11%
14%
11%
13%
9%
15%
14%
10%
23%
43
42
44
44
42
41
47
43
47
40
38
44
41
50
45
47
27
26
28
28
26
31
25
24
23
31
33
31
32
22
21
18
8.1
7
6
10
9
6
10
11
9
6
8
8
11
Unde-
cided
8.8
10
9
8
9
9
8
8
12
7
11
5
7
6
6
16
1
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TableJL. Reaction to Consolidating Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties to form a Single, Unified County. (Read across)
Question: "How would you feel about consolidating Multnomah, Washington
and Clackamas Counties to form a single, unified county?"
30 36
11.0
10
15.6
16
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Group: Approve prove prove D? sapprove cided
Total Sample 7.2% 28.0 38.2
By Area:
Multnomah County 8%
Portland City 9%
Outside Portland 5%
Clackamas 5%
Incorporated 6%
Unincorporated 5%
Washington County 3%
Incorporated . 4%
Unincorporated . . . . . . 3%
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware „ . 13%
Passively aware . . . . . . 7%
Unaware 6%
By Education:
College - complete 14%
College - partial 9%
High school 6%
Grade or no schooling , . . 3%
BY Income Level:
Upper 10%
Middle 7%
Lower 4%
32
24
19
18
21
24
19
26
34
41
49
50
47
44
47
42
9
11
18
16
20
14
13
15
16
19
9
10
7
15
17
14
33
28
26
28
26
29
28
23
27
37
34
38
40
35
38
41
33
41
40
27
12
11
11
10
14
10
12
10
11
11
8
16
17
13
13
14
24
16
15
21
S-13
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T l _ _ Reaction to Consolidating Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
(Cont.) Counties to form a Single,, Unified County. (Read across)
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Group: Approve prove prove Pi sapprove ci ded
Total Sample 7.2% 28vO • 38.2 11,0 15.6
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . . 1 1 % 29 34 12 14
White collar workers . . . . 10% 27 41 9 13
Blue collar workers . . . . 5% 28 37 12 18
By Tenure:
Owners 7% 26 41 11 15
Renters 7% 31 32 12 18
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 7% 28 40 11 14
Republicans 7% 27 39 H 16
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . . . 9% 29 31 H 20
By Sex:
Male 9% 30 38 12 11
Female . . . , 5% 26 39 10 20
By Age:
21 - 29 . . 8% 23 44 13 12
3 0 - 3 9 6% 26 42 13 13
40 - 49 . . . . 12% 32 38 8 10
5 0 - 5 9 5% 32 34 12 17
60 or over 5% 26 34 10 25
°Pinion Leaders 12% 35 30 14 9
Table LSA Reaction to Merging the Portland City Government with the
' ~ Multnomah County Government. (Read across)
Question: "How would you feel about merging the government of the City
of Portland with the Multnomah County government?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Group: Approve prove prove Pi sapprove cided
Total Sample 11.6% 39.3 25.2 6.2 17.7
By Area:
Multnomah County 13% 40 26 7 14
Portland City 16% 39 23 6 16
Outside Portland 5% 42 34 9 10
Clackamas County 8% 36 24 5 27
Washington County 8% 36 22 3 31
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware . . . . . . . 28% 42 16 6 8
Passively aware 11% 40 24 6 19
Unaware 7% 37 30 7 19
By Education:
College - complete 21% 44 17 5 13
College - partial 15% 37 26 9 13
High school . . . . . . . . . 9% 40 29 5 17
Grade or no schooling . . . 9% 37 20 5 29
By Income Level:
Upper 16% 44 22 3 15
Middle 12% 37 27 7 17
Lower . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 42 22 8 23
BY Occupa t i on :
P r o f e s s i o n a l - m a n a g e r i a l . . . 18% 42 17 7 16
White c o l l a r wo rke rs . . . . 12% 40 25 7 16
Blue c o l l a r worke rs . . . . 9% 39 28 6 18
BY P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 10% 42 27 6 15
Repub l icans . . . . . . . . 16% 41 20 5 18
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . . . 8% 31 29 9 23
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Table 10. Reaction to Merging the Portland Ci ty Government wi th the
TcontTT" Multnomah County Government. (Read across)
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Groupj>l Approve prove prove Disapprove cided
Total Sample 11.6% 39.3 25.2 6.2 17.7
By Sex:
Male 17% 41 22 6 14
Female 6% 38 28 6 22
By Age:
2 1 - 3 9 8% 35 33 9 15
40 - 59 13% 43 23 6 15
60 or over 15% 40 18 3 24
Opinion Leaders 23% 39 20 9 9
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Reaction to Creation of Metropolitan Planning Commission.
(Read across)
Question: "How would you feel about creating a Metropolitan Planning
Commission with the authority to approve or disapprove of
such things as the formation of new cities or districts to
provide community services?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
I Group: Approve prove prove Disapprove cided
[ Total Sample 6.0% 44.0 28.6 9.8 11.6
I By Area:
Multnomah County 6% 45 27 10 12
Portland City 7% 44 24 12 13
Outside Portland 4% 48 35 5 8
Clackamas County 5% 34 40 10 11
Incorporated 3% 36 39 8 14
Unincorporated 8% 33 41 10 8
Washington County 6% 47 25 8 14
Incorporated 8% 42 25 8 17
Unincorporated 5% 50 26 8 11
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 8% 44 28 6 14
Passively aware 6% 42 30 11 U
Unaware 5% 47 27 10 11
Educat ion:
College - complete 13% 51 20 6 10
College - partial 7% 43 30 12 8
High school 5% 47 30 9 9
Grade or no schooling . . . 2% 30 30 10 28
I ncome Leve1:
uPper 9% 44 33 7 7
M
'ddle 6% 45 27 10 12
L
°wer 3% 42 29 12 14
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Reaction to Creation of Metropolitan
(Read across)
Strongly Ap-
Approve prove
total Sample 6.0% kk.O
l e n g t h o f Residence
Under 3 years 8% 53
F3 - 9 years 8% kk
10 years or more k% 41
(Occupat ion:
(Pro fess iona l -manager ia l . . 11% 52
I w h i t e c o l l a r workers . . . . 8% kk
( B l u e c o l l a r w o r k e r s . . . . 3% kl
By Tenure:
;0wners 5% kl
Renters 8% 50
(Pol i t ical A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 5% kS
R e p u b l i c a n s . . . . . . . . 8 % 4 1
jNot registered/other . . , . 7% kk
R$ex:
7% k\
f Female 5% kl
LAge:
21
 - 29 . 7% 53
,
30
 ' 39 . . . 7% 51
Mo
 " ^9 . . . . 8% 45
l°n ' 59 6% 37
b 0
 o r ove r , . 3% 37
l n | o n Leaders . . 13% 48
Planning Commission.
Di sap-
prove
28.6
Strongly Unde-
Di sapprove ci ded
9.8 11.6
22
28
31
21
27
31
32
19
31
30
21
30
27
2k
25
28
38
29
9
10
10
10
8
11
9
11
10
7
13
12
7
9
9
12
7
10
8
10
\k
6
13
13
12
12
9
\k
15
10
]k
7
8
7
12
21
23 10
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[ t)Ie 12. Reaction to Annexation of Suburbs by Incorporated Cities.
~~~~ (Read across)
Questions: (Multnomah County) "How would you feel about annexing the
suburbs of Portland to the City of Portland?"
(Clackamas S- Washington Counties) "How would you feel about
annexing the suburbs of (incorporated city or nearest in-
corporated city) to (that city)?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Group: Approve prove prove Disapprove cided
Total Sample 10.6% 49.3 22.6 7*8 9.7
By Area:
Multnomah County 12% 49 22 8 9
Portland City 14% 53 17 7 9
Outside Portland 7% 38 36 12 7
Clackamas County 5% 49 29 7 10
Incorporated 5% 59 24 2 10
Unincorporated 4% 38 33 13 12
Washington County 7% 48 21 7 17
Incorporated 10% 59 11 5 15
Unincorporated 5% 42 27 8 18
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 23% 42 21 9 5
Passively aware 10% 52 20 8 10
Unaware 8% 48 26 7 11
By Education:
College - complete 14% 53 19 6 8
College - partial . . . . . 10% 49 19 13 9
High school . 10% 50 25 6 9
Grade or no schooling . . . 10% 43 24 6 17
&V Income Level:
Upper . . 11% 50 23 5 11
Middle 11% 50 22 9 8
Lower 6% 46 26 7 15
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Table 12^ Reaction to Annexation of Suburbs by
fCont.)"" (Read across)
Strongly Ap-
GroyjEl Approve prove
Total Sample 10.6% 49o3
By Length of Residence
In Area:
Under 3 years 7% 56
3 - 9 y e a r s 12% 47
10 years or more 11% 47
By Occupat ion:
Professional-managerial. . . 13% 50
White c o l l a r wo rke rs . . . . 10% 53
Blue c o l l a r wo rke rs . . . . 11% 46
By Tenure:
Owners 10% 47
Renters 12% 55
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i 1 i a t f o n :
Democrats 13% 50
Republ icans 9% 49
Not registered/other . . . . 6% 48
By Sex:
Male 12% 49
Female 10% 49
By Age:
2' - 29 7% 51
3 0 - 3 9 . 8% 46
*K> - 49 16% 45
5 0 - 5 9 10% 51
60 o r ove r , 11% 52
°P 'n ion Leaders 14% 43
Incorporated Cities.
Disap- Strongly Unde-
prove Pi sapprove ci ded
22.6 7.8 9.7
19
26
23
23
?.O
24
25
17
23
21
24
22
23
22
29
23
25
17
7
6
9
6
8
9
8
6
7
9
8
9
7
12
10
8
6
5
11
9
10
8
9
10
10
10
7
12
14
8
11
8
7
8
8
15
26 13
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TableJjL-12-2- Reaction to Leaving Governments in Present Form. (Read across)
Question: "How would you feel about leaving the present governments
of cities and counties as they are now?"
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Group: Approve prove prove Disapprove cided
Total Sample 5.0% 44.2 35.5 5.7 9.6
By Area:
Multnomah County 5% 42 38 6 9
Portland City 5% 38 42 6 9
Outside Portland 5% 53 26 6 10
Clackamas County 7% 59 23 4 7
Incorporated 6% 61 21 3 9
Unincorporated 8% 57 25 5 5
Washington County 4% 48 30 3 15
Incorporated 1% 50 32 5 12
Unincorporated 6% 46 29 2 17
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 6% 33 42 16 3
Passively aware 4% 41 40 6 9
Unaware 6% 51 29 2 12
By Education:
College - complete 1% 30 49 12 8
College - partial 5% 45 37 7 6
High school 5% 47 33 5 10
Grade or no school 9% 46 28 2 15
BY income Level:
uPPer 1% 42 42 9 5
Middle 4% 45 35 6 10
Lower 10% 44 30 2 14
S-21
Governments in Present Form. (Read across)
44.2 35.5
Table 13. Reaction to Leaving
TCont.)
Strongly Ap- Disap-
Group: Approve prove prove
Total Sample 5.0%
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years 3%
3 - 9 years 5%
1 0 y e a r s o r m o r e , , . , , . 6 %
By Occupation:
Pro fess iona l -manage r i a l . . . 1%
White c o l l a r workers . . . . 3%
B l u e c o l l a r w o r k e r s . . . . . 7%
By T e n u r e :
Owners 5%
Renters 4%
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats . . . . . . . . . 5%
Republicans . . . . . . . . 4%
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . .
 0 6%
By Sex:
Male 6%
Female 4%
By Age:
2 1 - 2 9 5%
3 0 - 3 9 5%
4 0 - 4 s 6%
50 - 5S . . . .
 o , . . . . 2%
60 o r o v e r 7%
° P i n i o n L e a d e r s . . . . . . . . 6% 31 3 9
Strongly
Di sapprove
5.7
Unde-
ci ded
9.6
46
43
44
37
46
46
44
47
47
45
36
40
49
49
42
42
45
43
36
35
35
44
36
32
36
33
36
35
35
41
30
31
38
38
42
31
3
6
7
12
6
4
6
4
6
7
3
7
4
4
8
7
5
4
12
11
8
6
9
11
9
12
6
9
20
6
13
11
7
7
6
15
20
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Disadvantages of Government Consol idat ion. (Read down)
• «•
In your opinion, what are the main drawbacks to combining government;
in this Metroplitan area — any bad points you might happen to think
of?"
County:
Total Mult- Clack- Washing-
Sample nomah amas tonDisadvantagespjsadvanta£ieXsli
Concentrat ion[j |nr£I l t- r a l : 'on of Power: Too much power
"in one place; d i c ta to r i a l tendencies
?of large body; p o s s i b i l i t y of g ra f t ,
pol i t ical inf luence; bigness is bad. . .
Geographica lB j^ j ranhica l Dispersion: Separation
of areas; d i f fe ren t areas have
different problems
. Budget Confusion: Problems of
tax a l locat ion ; budget di f ferences,
d i f f i cu l t i es
lost: Would increase costs of e f f i c i e n t
governments; costs of combining would
be prohib i t ive
domination by Large City or County:
Government would be contro l led by
larger c i t i e s , counties; Portland
would dominate government; smaller
areas would have l i t t l e or no voice
in government
iVariety of Problems Involved:
D i f f i cu l ty of coping with wide var ie ty
of problems; mult i tude of problems
would defy solut ion by central
government „ „ . „ . . . .
local Knowledge of Problems: Local
problems can best be handled by the
local community; local government
knows more about local problems . , . .
LossJsSgl of Jobs; Consolidation would
result in job loss w i th in governments. ,
Favor£gvpJL_Status Quo: Sat is f ied as i s ; why
tamper with government?
Miscellaneous^LscgJJ_aneous: Lack of qua l i f i ed person-
^
e
' ; present o f f i c e holders would ob jec t ;
informational problems involved in change
Disadvantaaes
Undecided
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24%
16
1
7
12
106%
22%
16
3 3
3 3
1
13
21
107%
31%
15
10
6
8
17
111%
30%
20
11
5
6
13
111%
Advantages of Government Consolidation. (Read down)
'
QuestionI
 t;on: "Turning to the other side, what do you feel are the main advantages
of combining governments in this Metropolitan area -- any good
points you might happen to think of?"
County:
Miscellaneous
No advantages
undecided
BssJJLaneous
^dvanta^es
Total Mul t - Clack- Washing-
AdyantaqeJiLL Sample nomah amas ton
Economy: Eliminate dupl icat ion costs;
reduce overhead; cost savings;
financial advantages 26% 26% 28% 31%
Uniformity: Coord inated c o n t r o l o f
|serv ices used by a l l peop le ; b r i n g
communities c l o s e r toge ther on
common problems; un i fo rm hand l ing
K f problems and s o l u t i o n s 15 16 11 13
eliminate D u p l i c a t i o n o f Se rv i ces :
Eliminate ove r l app ing s e r v i c e s ; less
B e d tape w i t h fewer governments;
greater e f f i c i e n c y through e l i m i n a t i o n
of duplicated services 13 14 11 14
jfjfetter Tax Structure: Lower taxes or
Mjaintain present tax level 7 8 5 6
^Central Author i ty : Stronger govern-
Mpnt with central au thor i t y ; do
Business with one government 7 8 4 4
iMtura i Advantages: Bigger, bet ter
Recreational areas; bet ter schools,
Renters for cu l t u ra l advancement . . . . 6 5 9 4
•teliote lndust_rvi Combine e f f o r t s
Bp> attract industry , new business . . . 1 2 1 1
B f a j a t e Progress: Better progress
V s combined area; st imulate natural
•
r
°wth 1 1 # 2
, . . . 3 3 2 4
15 14 21 17
.............. _i6_ _J6_ JJL -M-
Totals 110% 113% 109% 113% J/
m Less than 0.5%)
p _____-_-__-___-_,
results of this and similar tables may exceed 100%, due to
multiple response,,
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Relative Preference for Consolidation Plans. (Read down)
Questions: 'Now, j us t suppose i t were necessary to combine some governments
in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties. Which one of
the p lans on t h i s card would you prefer?
Which would be your second cho i ce? "
First Choice:
Mul t. Clack. Wash
[Forming Multnomah, Washington
•and Clackamas Counties i n t o one
Metropo l i tan d i s t r i c t to take
Jcare of such se rv i ces as wa te r ,
[ f i re p ro tec t i on and sewage . . . . 23% 27% 33%
^Merging the government of the
|City of Por t land w i t h the
JMultnomah County government . . . 19 13 9
[Annexing the suburbs (of Po r t -
[land to the C i t y of Por t l and) . . 16
|(of incorporated c i t i e s by
.those c i t i e s ) 19 15
iCreating a M e t r o p o l i t a n Planning
|Commission w i t h the a u t h o r i t y to
|approve or d isapprove of such
phings as the fo rma t i on of new
K i t i es or d i s t r i c t s to prov ide
Jcommunity serv ices 15 10 17
jConsol i da t i ng Multnomah, Wash-
ington and Clackamas Counties to
"*m a s i n g l e , u n i f i e d county . . 9 7 6
Leaving a l l incorpora ted c i t i e s
Multnomah, Washington and
ackamas Count ies as they a r e ,
I t forming a l l areas ou ts ide
F any c i t y l i m i t s i n t o a new,
fftgl c i t y w i t h i t s own
^vernment 7 7 3
Io n e of them ( v o l u n t a r y
Response) l+ \\ 8
or other _±_ _J>_ 9
Totals 100% 100% 100%
Second Choice:
Mult. Clack. Wash
18% 18% 16%
15 12
18
15
12 13
15
10
13
16
k 13 H
\k 16 20
00% 100% 100%
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Relative Preference for Consolidation Plans. (Read down)
"Now, just suppose it were necessary to combine some governments
in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties. Which one
of the plans on this card would you prefer?"
First Choice:
Port* Out-
land Port
?' Forming Multnomah, Wash-
ington and Clackamas
Counties into one Metro-
politan district to take
I care of such services as
[• water, fire and sewage . .
I Merging the government
\ of City of Portland with
I Multnomah County govt. . .
| Annexing the suburbs of
I (Portland to City of
I Portland) .
I (incorporated c i t i e s
I by those ci t ies)
iCreating a Metropolitan
| Planning Commission wi th
I the author i ty to approve
[ or disapprove of such
I things as formation of
I new c i t i es or d i s t r i c t s
I to provide services . . .
f Consolidating Multnomah,
Washington and Clackamas
Counties to form a s ing le ,
unified county
Leaving a l l incorporated
p ' t i e s in (Metropolitan
j * r e a ) as they are, but
porming
 a l 1 areas outside
r°f any c i t y 1imits into a
[new, single c i t y with i t s
fown governmentI
|None (voluntary response).
H : •
JUndecided
(Samples) . . .
17
Clack. Clack, Wash. Wash. All
Inc. Uninc.t inc. Uninc* Areas
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Reasons for Favoring Consolidation of Unincorporated Areas Into
New, Single City, Leaving Present Cities intact,,
Total Favoring
Self-Government Opportunities: Forming own city
would give better representation in government;
we would have little or no representation if
present, large cities were included; retain
individual control of government 3o%
losest to Status Quo: Plan would be least
likely to disturb present situation; comes
closest to what we have now 17
Efficiency' Would operate more efficiently
than in present form; more efficient admini-
• stration of services; better service 10
ifrTaxes: Lower taxes; maintain present tax
I level; equalization of taxes 3
^Prevent Extension of Bigness: Prevent Portland
land other large cities from becoming bigger;
• contain size of present cities 6
Cost Advantages: Lower operating costs;
H*save money; cheaper service o
__least nf Evi1s: Poses fewer problems than
|Other plans; would do the least harm 6
gntral Authority: Stronger with central
authority; one place to do business 3
L'al to Smal 1 Areas: Help small towns;
ler areas would receive added benefits 3
d Promote Industry: Larger area
be in better position to grow and
new business . . . . . 3
—p^gjtbj[e__Sj ze: Not too large an area, not
|° small an area; good size to work with 2
Sounds Best Q
Total 109% 1/
(Sample) . . (76)
esults of this and similar tables may exceed 100%, due to multiple
response.
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Reasons f o r Favor ing Formation o f One M e t r o p o l i t a n Serv ice D i s t r i c t
to Take Care o f Serv ices Such as Water, F i re P r o t e c t i o n and Sewage
Pi sposa l .
Peervire Ef f ? ci ency: Improve s e r v i c e ; se rv ices would
r^j^T" reticle red, admin is te red more e f f i c i e n t l y ; every -
Hne would rece ive b e t t e r se rv ice
Economy Operate more economica l l y ; c o n s o l i d a t i o n
would cut cos t s ; serv ices should cost less . . .
Uniformity: Standardize se rv i ces ; everyone would
receive equal t rea tment , s e r v i c e ; coun t ies would
work together on common problems
Central A u t h o r i t y : Centra l a u t h o r i t y would prov ide
stronger se rv ice d i s t r i c t ; would e l i m i n a t e d u p l i -
cation of governing bodies . .
iminate Duplication of Services: Eliminate over-
ling services; cut down on duplication of
[services; reduce the number of service efforts .
Taxes: Would lower taxes or hold present l e v e l ;
iequal i z a t i o n o f taxes
past of EviIs: Do less damage than other plans . . . .
jnaller Areas Would Benefit from Move:
Smaller areas would rece ive improved s e r v i c e s ;
give small areas b e n e f i t o f large area se rv i ces
[roes Closest- to Status Quo:
Least l i k e l y to d i s t u r b present governments,
condit ions tha t c u r r e n t l y e x i s t .
laneous
ijdecided
Total .
(Sample)
Total Favoring
Plan
35%
28
20
1
1
L
113% 1/
(361)
Results o f this and similar t a b l e s m a y e x c e e d 1 0 0 % , due to m u l t i p l e
response.
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Reason^-^ -
Reasons for Favoring Consolidation of Multnomah. Washington and
Clackamas Counties to Form a Single, Unified County.
Total Favoring
reasons£1SLL PJL§Q-
Economy)mv; Cut costs; reduce expenditures; more
^economical type of operation; cost savings 32%
uniformityijformfty: Eliminate conflict between counties;
concentration of knowledge, services for good of
entire area; bring schools closer together; work
together on common problems . . • • 21
imination of Service Duplication: Services
would be combined; cut down duplication of
efforts 15
centralsntral Author i ty : Eliminate dupl icat ion of
governing bodies; central author i ty is stronger
than individual county government; everyone
would do business with the same county 12
efficiency: Increase e f f i c iency in government;
services would be rendered, administered more
ef f ic ien t ly 10
axes: Would lower taxes; should be able to maintain
present tax levels ; equalize taxes throughout area 9
last of Ev i l s : Least l i k e l y to shake up area;
do less harm than other plans k
contain biqness of Present C i t i es :
Prevent Portland from becoming bigger;
city sizes would remain as they are 2
industrial Advantages: One, large county
would increase size of market; would promote
industry for area 1
undecidedfejded - Just Soundsonnrk Best . . . h_
T o t a l . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110% 1 /
(Sample) (99)
h R e s u l t s o f t h i s and s i m i l a r t a b l e s may exceed 100%, due t o m u l t i p l e
r e s p o n s e .
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Reasons for Favoring Merger of the Government of the
City of Portland with the Multnomah County Government.
Total Favoring
Plan
Multnomah
County Only
EconomyjL More economical operat ion; use of
same equipment by c i t y and county; cost
savings; f inanc ia l advantages; services
could be rendered without cost dupl icat ion , .
Elimination of Service Dupl icat ion:
Services could be supplied by the same
unit of government; reduce dupl icat ion of
services between c i t y and county; same
areas should have the same services
Uniformity: For sake of uni formi ty between
city and county; el iminate c o n f l i c t between
two governments; bring equal i ty to schools
and services
[least of Ev i ls : More palatable than other
plans; least harmful consol idat ion
ti f f iciency: More e f f i c i e n t operat ion; govern-
I ment, services can be administered more e f f i -
ciently; streamline operations of county . . .
waxes: Equalization of taxes; lower taxes;
should be able to hold tax l ine
pentral Author i ty : Government would be
I stronger with central au thor i ty ; one
I government for one county
 o
| i k tus Quo: Least l i k e l y to d is turb present
I situation; would not af fect me ( in Washington,
Iclackamas Counties)
Natural governing uni t w i th in
|same county; c i t y and county problems are
^essentially s im i la r , manageable county uni t .
• nso l i da t i on Would Increase
B ^ l r l a L G r o w t h Potential
fceHaneous .
feUed JL_Just SoundsBest
Totals
(Samples)
S-30
32%
26
13
10
8
6
2
2
112%
(182)
33%
23
15
10
8
7
2
2
_JL
112%
(95)
Reasons for Favoring Creation of Metropolitan Planning Commission
with Authority to Approve or Disapprove of New Cities or Service
Districts.
Total Favoring
Plan
planning Should Precede A c t i o n : Planning e s s e n t i a l
before improvements effected; need for preliminary
planning; sensible approach - plan, then take
action; Planning Commission most knowledgeable
group; logical group to institute action
Efficiency: Most efficient method; would result
in increased efficiency; efficiency of Planning
Commission ,
least Likely to Lead to
IConcentration of Power:
Planning Commission could control size of govern-
ment; would not lead to domination of government
by one area or group; safeguard against evils of
bigness
uniformity: Would lead to uniformity between and
among governments; uniform improvements . . . •
lleast of Evi1s: Least harmful approach; best of
available plans
Central Planning Authority:
One planning board for entire area;
authority delegated to one body . . . . . . . .
^Status Onn! Would not disturb existing
situation; least likely to affect
present cities and governments
post Advantages: Least expensive plan;
should result in economies
iminate Duplication of Activities
|l¥J/arious Service Districts
il§£gllaneous: Consolidation of services would
attract industry; have qualified personnel
for
 job, etc
Sounds Best . . . . .
Total
(Sample) •
63%
105%
(180)
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Reasons
Table 17e
17 f • Reasons for Favoring Annexation of Suburbs by Incorporated Cities
Total Favoring
i?;size7p and Proximity:, Would increase size of market
"""of each city; give city ammunition to attract
industry; manageable size; suburbs really belong
' to city; increase official size by annexation of
; adjoining areas
efficiency: More efficient government, adminis-
tration of area; increase efficiency of service
operations
IT taxes: Equalize taxes; possibility of lower
taxes; maintenance of present tax levels . . . .
>ast Likely to Lead to
[Concentration of Power:
Self-government without domination by
huge city or county government
Eliminate Duplication of Services:
Area would have same services; pool machinery
and personnel to serve area; cut down on over-
lapping services
Uniformi ty: Bring equality, uniformity to area;
concentrated activity for common good
Least of Evi1s: More acceptable than other
plans; least likely to be harmful
Economy: Save money; more economical operation;
free money for other uses
Small Area Benefits: Small towns or areas would
benefit from city experience; smaller areas
would receive more services . . .
£jntral Authority: Strong, central authority;
or|e place to do business with . . .
 0 . . . . .
^UceJJ_aneo_us . . . . „ . . . . .
Total
(Sample)
30%
19
18
13
12
9
7
5
3
2
3__
126%
(219)
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le l8« Conception of Cost Savings with Consolidation. (Read across)
Question: "If the governments of Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties were combined, do you think this would save the tax-
payers money, or cost the taxpayers more money?"
Save Cost Stay Unde-
grouPl Money More Same cided Total
Total Sample 47.7% 30.5 6.5 15.3 100.0%
By Area:
Multnomah County 50% 29 5 16 100%
Clackamas County 35% 41 9 15 100%
Washington County 42% 30 12 16 100%
By Awareness of Government
consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 63% 27 4 6 100%
Passively aware 51% 29 5 15 100%
Unaware 40% 33 8 19 100%
Education:
College - complete 59% 21 7 13 100%
College - partial 48% 30 5 17 100%
High school 48% 32 6 14 100%
Grade or no schooling 38% 35 8 19 100%
Income Leve 1 :
Upper 52% 30 3 15 100%
Middle . . .
 0 48% 30 7 15 100%
Lower 40% 33 8 19 100%
Occupation:
Professional-managerial 51% 27 4 18 100%
White collar workers 53% 28 5 14 100%
Blue collar workers 44% 33 8 15 100%
Political Affi1iation:
Democrats 48% 33 7 12 100%
Republicans . 48% 29 5 18 100%
N
°t registered or other 45% 27 9 19 100%
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\ Table 18. Conception of Cost Savings wi th Consol idat ion. (Read across)
"(ContT)
Save Cost Stay Unde-
• Groupl Money More Same cided Total
[Total Sample 47.7% 30.5 6.5 15.3 100.0%
I By Sex:
•
Male 52% 30 6 12 100%
Female . ^3% 32 7 18 100%
By Age:
2 1 - 3 9 45% 32 9 14 100%
4 0 - 5 9 50% 31 5 14 100%
60 or over W o 28 6 18 100%
Opinion Leaders 56% 2k 11 9 100%
Appraisal of Tax Levels in Relation to Services Rendered.
(Read across)
"Considering the services you get from your local community
or government, do you feel that local taxes are — much too
high, a little too high, or about right?"
Much Too Little Too About Unde-
Totai Sample
By Area:
Multnomah County
Portland City
Outside Portland
Clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated . . . . . .
Washington County . . . . .
Incorporated . .
Unincorporated
By Education:
College - complete
College - partial
High school
Grade or no schooling . . .
lBy Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lower . . .
|y Ungth of Residence
Mn Area:
Under 3 years
3 - 9 years
10 years or more
High
33.6%
36%
36%
36%
28%
23%
33%
23%
19%
25%
21%
30%
33%
52%
33%
32%
High
31.0
31
32
30
30
27
33
28
26
30
33
32
33
Ik
31
32
29
Right
27J
25
23
29
36
kl
30
37
39
36
38
28
26
18
30
26
27
ci ded
8.3
8
9
5
6
8
k
12
16
S
8
10
8
6
6
8
12
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
nil
100%
100%
:SKS
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
20%
37%
37%
31
33
30
30
25
27
19
5
6
100%
100%
100%
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table 19 Appraisal of Tax Levels in Relation to Services Rendered.
(Read
Much Too L i t t l e Too About Unde-
Hiqh
Total Sample
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial. . .
White co l la r workers . . . .
Blue co l l a r workers . . . .
By Tenure:
Owners . . . . .
Renters
B^y Po l i t i ca l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans . .
Not registered/other . . . .
By Sex:
Male
Female . . «
By Age:
2 1 - 2 9
3 0 - 3 9
4 0 - 4 9
5 0 - 5 9
60 or over . . . . i . . . .
Opinion Leaders
33.6%
26%
33%
36%
37%
25%
37%
34%
22%
35%
33%
17%
25%
29%
High
47%
26%
31.0
29
32
31
31
30
27
36
34
31
31
31
28
39
31
26
30
Right
27J
35
26
26
30
21
29
26
25
27
27
35
40
26
20
19
cided
8.3
10
9
7
2
24
7
4
19
7
9
17
7
6
3
8
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
h\ 100%
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P^roblem:
Most. Important Service Problems in Community Today.
(Read down)
"On this list are some services provided by local communities
or groups. Will you please look them over and tell me which
one you feel is the most important problem facing your
community today?
"Which do you feel is the next most important problem?
"Which one on the list do you feel is the least important
problem in your community?"
Most Next Least
Important Most Important
Sewage disposal
or drainage . . . . . . . . . . . lc% 12/o H-/Q
Parking and traffic 17 ^ ^
Police protection 14 10 2
Air pollution control 7 9 9
Bus transportation
or service . . . . . . . . . . . 7 9 1^
Planning and zoning
of the community 7 6 5
Community or neighborhood
parks and recreation areas . . . . 7 7 9
Water supply 5 ^ H
Mental health facilities 5 8 7
Hospital facilities 4 ^ 6
Fire protection 2 k 5
Other 2 2 1
Undecided L. ]1 13
Totals 100% 100% 100%
(Sample) (1307) (1307) (1307)
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question:
Most Important Service Problems Facing Community Today.
(Read down)
" . . . . W i l l you please t e l l me which one (of the following)
m you feel is the most important problem facing your community
today?"
Multnomah Clackamas Washington
Port- Out. Un- Un-
prob1em: Total land Port. Total Inc. inc. Total 1 nc. inc.
sewage disposal
| r drainage . . . 18% 17% 19% 19% 13% 25% 19% 12% 24%
parking and
•a f f ic 19 22 12 11 11 11 8 9 7
Slice protect ion. 15 18 7 8 8 8 10 6 12
air pollution
control 9 10 6 3 4 1 1 1 #
bus transporta-
Bon or s e r v i c e . . 6 6 9 9 7 12 7 7 7
Planning and zoning
• the community . 6 6 6 7 9 5 13 14 13
communityEpuni ty or ne i qh-
boRhood parks and
recreation areas .
water supply . . .
mental health
• lfacilitiesities . . . .
hospital
facilities•.titles
• Protection. .
.Other
6
4
6
2
1
3
5
3
6
2
#
1
11
6
4
3
2
6
10
10
2
9
6
3
9
13
1
12
5
4
12
6
3
6
6
2
7
13
2
10
2
3
7
14
3
15
2
3
7
12
2
7
2
3
w
Totals . . . 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
•Samples) . . (501) (371) (130) (400) (211) (189) (406) (149) (257)
| U s s than 0.5%)
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a whole?"
Group:
(Total Sample . . .
Iflultnomah County .
Sat is fac t ion with PARKING AND TRAFFIC Services, and Area Nature
of Problem. (Read across)
"How satisfied are you with PARKING and TRAFFIC in your
community?" (Left-hand set of stat ist ics)
"Do you consider PARKING and TRAFFIC to be mainly a problem
of your local community, or one of the Metropolitan area as
(Right-hand set of stat ist ics)
How Satisfied?
Portland City
Outside Portland
iClackamas County
Incorporated . .
Unincorporated .
Washington County
Incorporated
Unincorporated .
Awareness of Consoli-
dation Poss ib i l i t y :
Actively aware ,
Passively aware
Unaware
y Education:
College - complete . . .
College - pa r t i a l . , .
High
 school
I Grade/no school ing . . .
Income Level:
Upper
middle
sr
•Di?
Very
13.1%
11%
7%
23%
15%
10%
21%
25%
15%
30%
Quite
34.0
31
27
42
45
47
42
44
44
44
Not
Too
34.0
37
43
21
24
00
 
O
CM
 
CM
22
27
19
Not At
All
16.7
19
20
14
14
13
15
8
13
6
1/
DK
2.2
2
3
2
CM
 
CM
1
1
1
11%
13%
14%
11%
11%
14%
16%
1 3°/
35
33
34
34
40
32
33
42
31
37
33
35
33
39
32
34
32
33
36
29
18
17
17
16
15
18
15
10
19
15
3
2
2
2
2
4
2
1
6
= "Don ' t Know" or "Undecided."
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Is
Local
42.3°/
427o
45%
36%
46%
52%
37%
38%,
50%
32%
35%
40%
47%
30%
50%
43%
40%
41%
43%
42%
Problem?
Area
Wide
51.9
52
O
 
00
LA
 
LA
49
42
58
54
40
61
60
54
47
68
47
52
45
54
53
45
1/
DK
5.8
6
5
6
5
6
5
8
10
7
5
6
6
2
3
5
15
5
4
13
Table 21. Satisfaction with PARKING AND TRAFFIC Services.
(Cont.) of Problem, (Read across)
How S a t i s f i e d ?
Not Not At 1 /
Group: Very Qui te Too All 1 DK
Total Sample 13.1% 34.0 34.0 16.7 2.2
By Length o f Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years 12% 34 33 18 3
3 - 9 years 12% 33 37 17 1
10 years or more . . . . 14% 35 33 16 2
By Occupat i on :
Prof-managerial . . . . 9% 33 43 14 1
White c o l l a r 14% 33 34 16 3
Blue c o l l a r . . . . . . 14% 35 31 18 2
By Tenure:
Owners • . 15% 35 34 14 2
Renters 10% 30 34 23 3
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 11% 34 34 20 1
Republicans 16% 34 35 11 4
Not reg i s te red /o the r . . 14% 32 33 17 4
By Sex:
Male 15% 35 31 18 1
Female 11% 33 38 15 3
[BY Age:
2 1 - 3 9 11% 36 34 18 1
^ - 59 14% 34 34 17 1
oO or over 15% 31 34 15 5
Leaders 12% 41 28 19 #
and Area Nature
Is Problem?
Area J /
Local Wide j)K
4 2 . 3 % 5 1 . 9 5 . 8
48%
36%
43%
40%
40%
46%
40%
49%
43%
40%
46%
45%
40%
42%
40%
46%
49
58
50
59
54
48
55
44
53
53
45
51
52
55
56
41
3
6
7
1
6
6
5
7
4
7
9
4
8
3
4
13
34% 66 #
^J than 0.5%)
I/ "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Sat is fac t ion with COMMUNITY PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS,
and Area Nature of Problem. (Read across)
"How sa t i s f i ed are you with COMMUNITY PARKS AND RECREATIONAL
AREAS in your community?" (Left-hand set of s t a t i s t i c s )
i:Do you th ink that COMMUNITY PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS
are mainly problems of your local community, or of the
Metropol i tan area as a whole?" (Right-hand set of s t a t i s t i c s )
Multnomah County
Portland Ci ty
Outside Portland
Clackamas County
Incorporated . .
Unincorporated .
^Washington County
incorporated .
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Consoli-
dation Poss ib i1 i ty :
Actively aware . . .
Passively aware . . .
Unaware
IBy Education:
College - complete
College - pa r t i a l
Nigh school . . .
Grade/no school ing
I &Y Income Level:
Upper
M i d d l e
Lower
Very
24.4%
26%
29%
17%
14%
15%
13%
23%
I87o
25%
How
Quite
42.7
43
43
44
46
45
47
37
38
36
Satisfied?
Not
Too
17.2
16
15
19
21
24
17
23
24
23
Not At
All
9.3
8
6
14
16
13
19
10
13
9
1/
DK
6.4
7
7
6
3
3
4
7
7
7
Is
Local
41.62
38%
39%
34%
54%
60%
47%
54%
58>/o
52%
Problem?
Area
Wide
, 50.2
54
54
57
38
33
43
35
31
37
1/
DK
8.2
8
7
9
8
7
10
11
11
11
27%
23%
26%
27%
23%
24%
27%
24%
25%
21%
49
45
38
45
45
41
42
47
43
38
12
17
19
18
18
18
12
15
18
17
8
9
9
8
9
11
7
10
9
11
4
6
8
2
5
6
12
4
5
13
29%
39%
49%
33%
45%
44%
36%
38%
43%
41%
65
54
41
63
50
49
44
56
50
41
6
7
10
4
5
7
20
6
7
18
=
 i ;Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Satisfaction with COMMUNITY PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS,
and Area Nature of Problem. (Read across)
How Satisfied?
Not Not a t U
Qu i te Too A l l DK
[Total Sample 24.4% 42.7 17.2 9.3 6.4
py Length of Residence
In Area:
I Under 3 years 27%
I 3 - 9 years 20%
I 10 years or more 25%I
Ely Occupat i o n :
•
• Prof-managerial , . . . . 22%
I White col l a r 25%
Blue col l a r
Tenure:
25%
Owners 23%
Renters 27%
P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
[Democrats 23%
Republicans 23%
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . .
'0
&
32%
Sex:
Male Fernale , .
Age;
f1 " 39 . . .
&° or over \ ,
•on Leaders
27%
22%
25%
27%
20%
18%
37
42
45
57
42
38
45
38
41
49
36
42
43
38
45
45
17
18
17
12
18
19
17
17
19
16
14
17
17
19
16
17
43 16
11
13
7
6
8
11
9
10
12
5
8
9
10
16
6
5
20
5
7
10
2
6
13
Is
Local
41.6%
47%
45%
38%
37%
40%
45%
41%
43%
42%
39%
44%
40%
43%
52%
40%
31%
34%
Problem?
Wide
50,2
49
45
53
59
53
45
51
48
51
52
46
54
47
44
53
54
65
1/
DK
8.2
4
10
9
4
7
10
8
9
7
9
10
6
10
4
7
15
1
S
 "Don' t Know" o r "Undecided."
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Satisfaction with COMMUNITY PLANNING AND ZONING, and Area
Nature of Problem. (Read across)
"How satisfied are you with COMMUNITY PLANNING AND ZONING?"
(Left-hand set of statistics)
'Do you think that PLANNING AND ZONING are mainly problems
of your local community, or of the Metropolitan area as a
whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
How Satisfied?
Not Not At
Very Quite Too A11
fota? Sample . . . . . . . . 6.89
Jultnomah C o u n t y 7%
Portland Ci ty
Outside Portland
7%
5%
lackamas County
Incorporated 5%
Unincorporated 12%
[Incorporated .
[Unincorporated 7%
| Awareness of Consoli-
Btion Possibi 1 i t y :
iActively aware ,
passively aware . . . .
 t
Unaware 7%
Education:
College - complete . . .
college - pa r t i a l . . .
I 'h school
»
rade/no school ing . . .
f'ncome L e v e l :
bper
lower
44.6 19.4
46 18
44
55
41
42
39
fcshington County 6% 36
31
38
19
13
26
27
25
23
23
24
'
DK
" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
S-43
7.8
7
6
8
11
11
11
13
13
12
U
DK
2 1 . 4
22
24
19
14
15
13
22
28
19
3%
7%
7%
4%
9%
6%
10%
6%
6%
11%
49
45
42
38
40
49
42
49
44
40
27
21
16
25
26
17
13
18
21
15
10
8
7
12
6
7
8
12
7
6
11
18
28
21
19
21
27
15
22
28
Is
Local
34.2%
31%
31%
32%
52%
55%
48%
3S7o
46%
33%
26%
32%
39%
24%
36%
36%
35%
31%
35%
33%
Problem?
Area
Wide
54.5 1
58
58
60
35
30
40
48
40
53
68
57
48
72
54
55
39
63
54
47
1/
DK
1.3
11
11
8
13
LA
 CM
14
14
14
6
11
13
4
10
9
26
6
11
20
Table 2 cont
Bcont.)
Sat is fac t ion with COMMUNITY PLANNING AND ZONING, and Area
Nature of Problem, (Read across)
groundRL Very.r,Y,
total Sample 6.891
By Length o f Residence
in Area:
I Under 3 years 7%
I 3 - 9 years 6%
L 10 years or more . . . . . 7%
ly Occupation:
I Prof ,-managerial 5%
I White c o l l a r 6%
i Blue col l a r 7%
By Tenure:
I Owners 7%
I Renters 6%
ly P o l i t i c a l A f f i 1 i a t i o n :
I Democrats 7%
I Republicans 6%
I Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . . 8%
L&y Sex:
Male 8%
I Female 5%
Age:
j 21 - 39 4%
[ 2° - 59 10%
I 60 or over 7%
0opinionP'nion Leaders 2%
How Satisfied?
Not Not At J/
Quite Too All DK
44.6 19.4 7.8 21.4
43 28
W "DK11 = ' ! Don ' t Know" or "Undecided.
21
Is Problem?
Area W
Local Wide 1)K
34 .2% 5 4 . 5 11 .3
22% 76
42
41
47
44
47
44
46
41
47
43
41
48
41
47
42
45
14
23
20
26
18
18
20
17
18
25
14
19
20
19
22
16
6
8
9
O
O
VD
 
00
9
5
8
8
6
9
7
9
9
5
31
22
17
17
20
23
18
31
o
o
o
-
CM
 
—
 
C
A
16
27
21
17
27
33%
37%
33%
31%
32%
37%
34%
34%
40%
27%
32%
35%
33%
36%
34%
32%
53
47
58
65
57
50
57
49
52
60
50
57
52
55
59
47
14
16
9
4
11
13 1
9
17
III
13
18
8
15
,1
9
7
21
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I Quest ions
Sat is fact ion with BUS SERVICE OR TRANSPORTATION, and Area
Mature of Problem. (Read across)
"How sa t is f i ed are you with BUS SERVICE OR TRANSPORTATION
in your community?" (Left-hand set of s t a t i s t i c s )
"Do you think that BUS SERVICE OR TRANSPORTATION is mainly
a problem of your local community, or one of the Metropolitan
area as a whole?" (Right-hand set of s t a t i s t i c s )
How Satisf ied? .
Not Not At
Very Qu i te Too Al 1
totalrota! Sample 21.9% 38.6 20.5 11.9
multnomah County . . . . . . 24%
Portland C i t y
Outside P o r t l a n d
Clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated
Washington County
27%
15%
13%
13%
14%
16%
Incorporated 11%
Unincorporated 19%
<By Awareness o f C o n s o l i -
dation P o s s i b i l i t y :
Act ive ly aware 22%
Passively aware 22%
Unaware 22%
|BY Educat ion:
17%C o l l e g e - c o m p l e t e . . . .
C o l l e g e - p a r t i a l . . . . 1 6 %
H < g h s c h o o l 2 4 %
G r a d e / n o s c h o o l i n g . . . . 2 7 %
By I ncome L e v e l :
Upper
Middle
Lower
17%
23%
23%
39
37
44
39
44
33
43
32
43
35
42
45
41
36
39
42
38
37
20
IS
21
22
21
22
36 25
22
27
20
24
16
19
25
19
21
22
19
26
10
9
15
19
15
24
15
15
15
13
11
13
14
12
12
9
11
12
10
\J
DK
7.1
7
8
5
Is Problem?
Area
Local Wide
31.2% 6 2 . 0
31% 63
31%
32%
37%
39%
35%
27%
25%
27%
22%
32%
33%
22%
32%
34%
29%
32%
31%
30%
64
62
52
49
55
61
62
61
71
62
60
63
63
56
1/
DK
6.8
6
5
6
11
12
10
12
13
12
74
64
60
54
4
4
6
17
5
6
14
"5k" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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[fable 24. Sat is fac t ion with BUS SERVICE OR TRANSPORTATION,
[7Cont7T~ Nature of Problem. (Read across)
How Sat is f ied?
Not Not At 1 /
Very Quite Too A l l DK
[Total Sample 21.9% 38.6 20.5 11 .9 7.1
by Length of Residence
fin Area:
I Under 3 years 22% 37 18 14 9
13 - 9 years 19% 38 23 13 7
10 y e a r s o r m o r e . . . . 2 3 % 3 9 2 0 11 7
[By O c c u p a t i o n :
Prof.-manager ia l . . . . 15% 52 18 10 5
White c o l l a r 27% 33 20 12 8
Blue c o l l a r 21% 38 22 12 7
[By Tenure:
Owners 21% 39 22 12 6
Renters 25% 37 18 11 9
!By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 22% 38 20 12 8
Republicans 23% 38 22 12 5
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . . 19% 42 19 11 9
iBy Sex:
Male 20% 42 18 12 8
Female 24% 35 23 12 6
y Age:
2 1 - 3 9 19% 45 16 13 7
40 - 59 22% 33 23 12 10
6
° or over 25% 37 23 10 5
f°P'nion Leaders 12% 48 19 14 7
M/~""7rDKM = "Don ' t Know" o r "Undec ided . "
and Area
Is Problem?
Area \J
Local Wide DK
31.2% 62.0 6.8
297
27%
34%
24%
29%
35%
31%
32%
31%
29%
35%
30%
33%
30%
31%
33%
23%
65
63
60
72
64
58
63
59
63
64
56
63
60
64
65
55
71
6
10
6
II
4
7
7
6
9
II6
 17 I
7
 17
1
6
4
12
6
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Tableft.hie 23. Satisfaction with MENTAL HEALTH FACILITIES, and Area Nature
of Problem. (Read across)
Questions: "How satisfied are you with the MENTAL HEALTH FACILITIES in
your community?1' (Left-hand set of stat ist ics)
"Do you consider MENTAL HEALTH FACILITIES to be mainly a
problem of your local community, or one of the area as a
whole?" (Right-hand set of s t a t i s t i c s )
[Total Sample . .
Multnomah County
Portland C i ty .
Outside Portland
Clackamas County
Incorporated .
Unincorporated
Washington County
Incorporated .
Unincorporated
jBy Awareness of Consoli-
dation P o s s i b i l i t y :
Actively aware
Passively aware
Unaware . . .
Education:
College - complete . . .
College - pa r t i a l . . .
H
'high school
Grade/no schooling . . .
3Y Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lower
Very
5.6%
5%
5%
5%
7%
6%
9%
8%
7%
How
Quite
31.1
31
28
39
36
41
30
28
31
27
Satisfied?
Not
Too
20.9
23
27
12
14
10
19
13
20
9
Not At
All
7.2
7
8
4
8
7
9
7
6
7
1/
DK
35.2
34
32
40
35
36
33
44
36
49
Is
Local
13.7%
12%
13%
9%
24%
27%
21%
15%
15%
16%
Problem?
Area
Wide
72.0
76
74
81
55
52
59
61
64
59
1/
DK
14.3
12
13
10
21
21
20
24
21
25
5%
6%
6%
6%
5%
5%
7%
4%
6%
6%
27
31
32
25
32
31
35
33
30
36
23
21
20
29
18
22
15
21
21
19
14
7
5
5
10
7
7
6
8
5
31
35
37
35
35
35
36
36
35
34
12%
10%
19%
13%
7%
16%
16%
10%
15%
13%
76
74
68
75
80
72
59
76
72
65
12
16
13
12
13
12
25
14
13
22
11/ "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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25 Sa t is fac t ion with MENTAL HEALTH FACILITIES,
(Cont.) of Problem. (Read across)
How Satisfied?
Not Not At
Groupj. Very Quite Too Allll
Total Sample 5.6% 31.1 20.9 7.2
By Length of Residence
( in Area:
Under 3 years 4% 27 20 8
3 - 9 years 6% 27 20 8
10 years or more • . . . 6% 35 22 6
/ Occupation:
Prof.-managerial • • . • 4% 31 26 8
White c o l l a r 4% 31 21 8
Blue c o l l a r 7% 31 20 7
Jy Tenure:
Owners 6% 33 18 7
Renters 4% 27 28 9
/ Po l i t i ca l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 6% 33 19 8
Republicans 5% 31 20 7
Not registered/other . . 5% 27 26 7
}y Sex:
Male 8% 31 23 5
Female 3% 32 19 9
*Y Age:
2 1 - 3 9 4% 32 25 9
^ 0 - 5 9 8% 29 18 7
^0 or over 5% 33 18 6
opinion Leaders 6% 38 23 14
and Area Nature
1/
DK
35.2
19
Is Problem?
Area U
Local Wide DK
13.7% 72.0 14.3
41
39
31
31
36
35
36
32
34
37
35
33
37
30
38
38
11%
13%
15%
9%
12%
17%
14%
11%
14%
14%
13%
14%
13%
14%
14%
76
72
71
80
75
67
72
73
74
69
72
73
71
76
75
62
13
15
14
ill
11
13
16
16
•t
12 1
17
15
14
15
li'i:
* 1
8% 84
= "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Satisfaction with SEWAGE DISPOSAL OR DRAINAGE, and Area Mature
of Problem. (Read across)
questions: "How satisfied are you with SEWAGE DISPOSAL OR DRAINAGE
in your community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
"Do you think that SEWAGE DISPOSAL OR DRAINAGE is mainly a
problem of your local community, or one of the Metropolitan
area as a whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
i Croup-
[Total Sample
multnomah County
Portland Ci ty
Outside Portland . . . .
clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated . . . . •
washington County . . . .
Incorporated . . . . . .
Unincorporated
Awareness of Consol i-
dation P o s s i b i l i t y :
Actively aware
Passively aware . . . .
Unaware
JY Education:
College - complete . . .
College - p a r t i a l . . .
High school
Grade/no schooling . . .
JY I ncome Level 1:
Upper
Middle
Lower
Very
15.2%
16%
16%
14%
11%
12%
10%
16%
16%
16%
How
Quite
44.1
45
42
51
43
49
36
42
49
39
Satisfied?
Not
Too
20.5
21
21
21
24
23
24
17
13
19
Not At
All
15.3
13
15
13
17
10
25
19
15
22
1/
DK
4.9
5
6
1
5
6
5
6
7
4
Is
Local
29.6%
25%
24%
30%
487o
45%
50%
43%
52%
37%
Problem?
Area
Wide
. 63.9
69
72
61
43
45
40
47
37
53
1/
DK
6.5
• • < • •
6
* 1
9
9
 1
10
10
10
11
10
13%
17%
14%
10%
16%
15%
20%
16%
14%
21%
39
45
43
41
41
46
45
37
45
49
27
19
21
27
22
20
15
23
21
16
18
15
15
20
15
14
15
20
15
10
3
4
7
2
6
5
5
4
5
4
29%
25%
35%
19%
32%
32%
27%
29%
31%
23%
66
70
56
78
63
63
58
68
63
64
5
5
9
3
5
5
15
3
6
13
v" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Table 26. Sat is fac t ion with SEWAGE DISPOSAL OR DRAINAGE, and Area Nature
(Cont.) of Problem. (Read across)
How Sat isf ied?
Group£i
Total Sample
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years . .
3 - 9 years . . .
10 years or more .
By Occupat ion:
Prof.-managerial .
White co l l a r . • .
Blue co l l a r . . .
By Tenure:
• • *
Owners
Renters
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats . . . . . .
Republicans
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r .
Sex:
Male .
Fema 1 e
lyAge:
M - 39 .
£ 0 - 5 9 .
60 or over
Not Not A t \J
Very Q u i t e Too A l l DK
15.2% 44 .1 20.5 15.3 4 . 9
12%
18%
15%
14%
13%
16%
16%
12%
15%
16%
13%
15%
12%
15%
2 1 %
pinion Leaders 15%
46
43
44
38
46
45
45
43
45
45
42
41
47
46
41
45
34
13
24
20
27
20
19
21
20
20
19
24
21
20
22
21
17
22
15
13
17
17
15
15
15
16
16
15
14
19
12
16
18
11
29
4
5
6
#
Is Problem?
Area \J
Local Wide DK
29.6% 63.9 6.5
33%
28%
29%
31%
30%
30%
30%
30%
29%
29%
31%
29%
34%
29%
24%
61
64
65
70
63
62
64
62
64
65
62
65
62
61
67
64
24% 75
5
4
12
1
H^Less than 0.5%)
1/ "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Table!a 27* Satisfaction with WATER SUPPLY SERVICE in Community, and Area
Nature of Problem. (Read across)
Questions: "How satisfied are you with the WATER SUPPLY service in your
community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
"Do you think that the WATER SUPPLY service is mainly a
problem of your local community, or one of the Metropolitan
area as a whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
How Satisfied?
Groupyj
Not Not At
Very Quite Too Al 1
Total Sample 43.7% 43.6
Multnomah County 49% 43
Portland City . ,
Outside Portland
54%
33%
Clackamas County 22%
Incorporated
Unincorporated
^Washington County
19%
24%
Incorporated
Unincorporated
|By Awareness of Consoli-
dation Possibi1ity:
30%
36%
Actively aware
Passively aware
Unaware . • • .
Education:
College - complete . , .
College - p a r t i a l . . . .
H
'gh school 47%
Grade/no schoo l ing . . .
3V Income L e v e l :
uPper ,
Middle
Lower ,
40
53
51
54
47
34% 41
41
41
8.0
5
4
9
20
18
22
13
14
12
3.9
2
1
5
6
7
6
11
13
10
50%
46%
39%
38%
37%
48%
45%
44%
40%
37
43
46
42
53
41
40
44
43
46
10
7
9
12
7
7
8
7
8
8
3
3
5
8
2
4
3
3
4
5
1/
DK
.8
1
1
1
2
1
Is Problem?
Area
Local Wide
30.4% 63.7
27% 69
22%
39%
50%
52%
48%
47%
33%
74
56
40
41
39
50
44
53
DK
5.9
4
4
5
10
7
13
12
9
14
30%
28%
34%
20%
33%
32%
30%
29%
31%
29%
64
68
58
77
62
64
53
67
64
58
6
4
8
3
5
4
17
4
5
13
'DK11 = "Don ' t Know" or "Undecided.1
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Area 1 /
Local Wide DK
30.4% 63 .7 5 .9
(table 27. Sat is fac t ion with WATER SUPPLY SERVICE in Community, and Area
contXontTT" Nature of Problem. (Read across)
How Sat isf ied? I Is Problem?
Not Not at U
groupi Very Quite Too Al 1 DK
[total Sample 43.7% 43.6 8.0 3.9 .8
By Length of Residence
[In Area:
[ Under 3 years 34% 53 8 4 1
[ 3 - 9 years 40% 42 13 4 1
10 years or more . . . . 49% 41 6 3 1
[By Occupat ion:
i Prof.-managerial . . . . 39% 46 10 5
1 White co l l a r 41% 47 8 3 1
\ Blue co l l a r 46% 42 7 4 1
[By Tenure:
I Owners 47% 40 9 4 #
I Renters 36% 52 6 4 2
by Pol i t i ca l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats 49% 40 7 4 #
Republicans 44% 40 10 5 1
I Not registered/other . . 30% 58 8 2 2
l y Sex:
Male 45% 43 6 5 1
Female 42% 44 10 3 1
I Age:
2 1 - 3 9 35% 50 9 5 1
^ - 59 iq% ko 8 4 1
60 or over 51% 40 6 2 1
opnion Leaders 45% 33 16 6 - 27% 71
32%
29%
31%
22%
31%
33%
32%
27%
30%
28%
34%
32%
2S%
33%
31%
27%
63
63
64
75
64
61
63
65
66
64
58
64
64
63
66
60
4
3
13
s than 0.5%)
DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Tab 1§28. Satisfaction with ASR POLLUTION CONTROL in Community, and
Area Nature of Problem. (read across)
Questions: "How satisfied are you with AIR POLLUTION CONTROL in
your community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
"Do you think that AIR POLLUTION CONTROL is mainly a problem
of your local community, or one of the Metropolitan area
as a whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
group
Total Sample 1.
Multnomah County
Portland City
Outside Portland . . . .
Clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated . . . . .
Washington County 29%
Incorporated
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Consoli-
dation Possibi1ity:
Actively aware 14%
Passively aware 10%
Unaware 13%
By Educat ion:
College - complete . . . 9%
College - partial . . . . 15%
High school 11%
Grade/no schooling . . . 13%
By Income Level:
Upper 12%
Middle 12%
Lower 13%
Very
11.9%
87o
7%
12%
18%
13%
23%
29%
22%
33%
How
Quite
41.4
41
35
56
45
50
40
42
48
39
Satisfied?
Not
Too
25.2
29
33
19
17
16
17
7
9
6
Not At
All
12.3
14
16
8
9
11
7
5
6
4
1/
DK
9.2
8
9
5
11
10
13
17
00
 
vn
Is
Local
19.8%
21%
22%
15%
22%
24%
18%
14%
17%
12%
Problem?
Area
Wide
72.7
73
72
79
67
65
70
73
72
74
1/
DK
7.5
6
6
6
11
11
12
13
11
14
32
44
41
34
43
43
41
40
40
48
19
28
23
26
23
25
29
26
26
20
26
10
12
27
12
11
3
15
13
7
9
8
11
4
7
10
14
7
9
12
13%
20%
22%
15%
25%
17%
25%
17%
20%
. 20%
82
74
68
82
71
76
57
79
74
61
5
6
10
1
3
4
7
18
4
6
19
1/ "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Table 28. Satisfaction with AIR POLLUTION CONTROL in Community and
|£ont\) Area Nature of Problem., (Read across)
How Satisfied?
Group'..
Total Sample
By Length o f Residence
[in Area:
Under 3 years
3 - 9 years . . . . . .
10 years or more . . .
;By Occupat i o n :
P ro f . -manage r i a l . . . .
White c o l l a r . . . . .
Blue c o l l a r
JBy Tenure:
Owners . . . . . . . .
Renters
|By Pol i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans
Not r e g i s t e r e d / o t h e r . .
lBy Sex:
Male
Female
|BY Age:
2 1 - 3 9
0^ - 59
w or over
JP'nion Leaders
Not Not At \J
Very Quite Too Al1 DK
11.9% 4 1 . 4 2 5 . 2 12 .3 9 . 2
12%
14%
11%
12%
13%
12%
12%
15%
14%
15%
12%
11%
13%
43
43
40
37
44
41
41
43
40
41
45
42
41
41
44
38
23
21
28
31
21
26
26
23
28
23
22
21
29
29
22
26
14
12
12
20
12
10
12
12
14
12
8
15
10
12
15
8
4
11
10
9
10
9
9
11
7
11
6
8
15
7% 37 24 26
1is Problem?
Area U
Local Wide DK
19.) 72.7 7.5
20%
lSYo
20%
IO7o
19%
22%
20%
21%
16%
23%
23%
17%
17%
22%
20%
12%
74
74
72
78
75
70
74
70
74
74
67
72
73
79
73
64
87
6
11
5
10
10
5
10
4
5
16
1
"DK" - "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Tab 1e 29. Satisfaction with POLICE PROTECTION in Community, and Area
" Nature of Problem. (Read across)
Questions: "How satisfied are you with the POLICE PROTECTION in your
community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
l!Do you think that POLICE PROTECTION is mainly a problem of
your local community, or one of the Metropolitan area as
a whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
Group:
Multnomah County
Portland Ci ty .
Outside Portland
Clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated
Washington County . . . .
Incorporated
Unincorporated
Very
18.1%
18%
I87o
17%
20%
23%
17%
16%
21%
14%
How
Quite
52.1
53
51
59
50
54
47
47
52
43
Satisfied?
Not
Too
20.4
20
23
11
18
14
22
25
18
29
Not At
All
6.5
6
5
9
9
6
11
9
8
10
1/
DK
2.9
3
3
4
3
3
3
3
1
4
Is
Local
35.1%
31%
30%
33%
55%
61%
45%
48%
64%
39%
Problem?
Area
Wide
59.7
65
66
63
38
34
43
41
26
49
1/
DK
5.2
4
4
4
7
5
9
11
10
12
[By Awareness of Consoli-
dation P o s s i b i l i t y :
Actively aware . . . .
Passively aware . . . .
Unaware
/ Educat ion:
College - complete . . .
College - p a r t i a l . . . .
High school 21%
Grade/no schoo l ing . . .
JY Income L e v e l :
Upper ,
Middle
Lower
19%
17%
19%
14%
13%
21%
20%
14%
19%
21%
55
55
48
52
56
51
49
55
52
48
16
20
22
27
20
19
20
20
21
18
9
5
8
6
6
7
6
6
6
9
1
3
3
1
5
2
5
5
2
4
29%
31%
42%
34%
40%
35%
31%
36%
37%
25%
67
64
52
63
56
62
54
61
59
62
4
5
6
3
4
3
15
3
4
13
= "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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tablef-Tflhjp 29. Sat is fact ion with POLICE PROTECTION in Community.
fTCont.) Nature of Probienu Lread across)
How Satisfied?
Not Not At U
group: Very Quite Too A11 DK
L" ' " • " — " * " — — — — — . _ _ _ _ _ • — — — — •
[Total Sample 18.1% 52,1 20.4 6.5 2.9
By Length o f Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years 14% 63 16 2 5
3 - 9 years 18% 50 19 9 4
10 years or more • . . . 19% 49 23 7 2
[By Occupation:
Prof.-managerial . . . . 13% 57 22 6 2
White c o l l a r 15% 53 21 7 4
Blue c o l l a r 21% 50 20 6 3
y Tenure:
Owners 19% 50 21 7 3
Renters 17% 56 18 5 4
[By P o l i t i c a l A f f i 1 i a t i o n :
Democrats 19% 51 20 8 2
Republicans 16% 51 27 3 3
Not r eg i s te red /o the r . . 19% 56 10 8 7
[By Sex:
Male 20% 52 20 7 1
Female 17% 52 20 6 5
[By Age:
2 1 - 3 9 15% 55 20 8 2
^ 0 - 5 9 19% 50 22 6 3
60 or over 20% 51 20 5 4
opinion Leaders 13% 48 29 8 2
and Area
Is Problem?
Area \J
Local Wide DK
35.1% 59 .7 5 . 2
32%
35%
35%
33%
37%
34%
31%
32%
34%
36%
45%
27%
33%
59
60
60
63
62
57
62
55
57
62
62
62
57
53
69
56
3
8
5
2
5
6
4
7
4
7
6
4
7
2
4
11
33% 66
'OK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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rable 30. Satisfaction with HOSPITAL FACILITIES in Community, and Area
Nature of Problem. (Read across)
{questions: i:How satisfied are you with the HOSPITAL FACILITIES in your
community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
i;Do you consider HOSPITAL FACILITIES to be mainly a problem
of your community, or one of the Metropolitan area as a
whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
[Group:. Very
[Total Sample 27.8>
[Multnomah County 31%
Portland Ci Ly 32%
Outside Portland . . . . 29%
[Clackamas County 14%
Incorporated 14%
Unincorporated 15%
Washington County 21%
Incorporated 25%
Unincorporated . . . . . 18%
By Awareness of Consoli-
dation Possibi1ity:
Actively aware 32%
Passively aware 30%
Unaware 24%
By Education:
College • complete . . . 23%
College partial . . . . 28%
High school 29%
Grade/no schooling . . . 27%
^ Income Level:
Upper 24%
Middle 30%
Lower 23%
How Satisfied?
Not Not At
»uite Too All
Yo 49.6 13.5
51 12
50
54
49
52
46
37
34
39
12
10
19
15
22
22
22
22
5.3
3
3
4
13
13
13
14
13
14
1/
DK
3.8
3
3
3
47
48
52
55
50
47
51
56
48
48
16
14
12
13
12
14
14
10
14
17
5
5
6
7
7
5
4
7
5
4
#
3
6
2
3
5
4
3
3
8
31%
35%
43%
32%
34%
41%
36%
33%
41%
28%
58
57
48
62
60
52
43
59
52
54
11
8
9
6
6
7
21
8
7
18
Is Problem?
Area
Local Wide
37.8% 53.3
37% 55
35%
40%
45%
43%
46%
35%
57
52
47% 45
43
47
41
47
1/
M-
8.9
8
8
8
8
8
10
16
13
18
•jMLg-Less than 0.5%)
V "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Table 30. Satisfaction with HOSPITAL FACILITIES in Community, and Area
(Cont.) Mature of Problem. (Read across)
How Sat isf ied?
Group:
Total Sample
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years
3 ~ 9 years
10 years or more . . .
By Occupaition:
Prof .-managerial . . .
White c o l l a r
Blue c o l l a r
By Tenure:
Owners
Renters
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans
Not registered/other
By Sex:
Male
Female
By Age:
21 - 39
40 - 59
60 or over
Opinion Leaders
Not Not At \J
Very Quite Too A11 DK
27.8% 49.6 13.5 5.3 3.8
27%
27%
29%
22%
30%
28%
27%
31%
28%
27%
28%
29%
27%
28%
29%
27%
25%
45
48
52
56
42
52
52
44
51
48
4-9
51
48
50
50
48
50
15
12
13
13
17
12
13
15
13
16
11
12
15
14
12
15
15
Is Problem?
Area
Local Wide
37.
37%
36%
33%
31%
36%
43%
38%
30%
41%
30%
44%
33%
37%
41%
38%
34%
53.3
55
54
53
64
55
48
54
52
53
59
44
53
54
55
55
49
1/
8.9
8
10
8
8
10
6
11
12
4
7
17
24% 67
J/ "DK" - "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Satisfaction with FIRE PROTECTION in Community, and Area
Nature of Problem. (Read across)
"How satisfied are you with the FIRE PROTECTION in your
community?" (Left-hand set of statistics)
"Do you think that FIRE PROTECTION is mainly a problem of
your local community, or one of the Metropolitan area as
a whole?" (Right-hand set of statistics)
How Satisfied?
Groui V e r y
not Not At
q U i t e Too A l l
Total Sample 4 l . 1% 48 .8
Multnomah County 43%
Por t land C i t y .
Outside Po r t l and
45%
38%
Clackamas County 32%
Incorporated
Uni ncorporated
Washington County . .
31%
33%
Incorporated
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Consoli-
dation Possibility:
Actively aware
Passively aware
Unaware . . . .
43%
35%
42%
44%
38%
By Education:
College - complete . . . 33%
College • partial . . . . 38%
High school 43%
Grade/no schooling . • . 45%
Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lowe r
36%
44%
34%
49
49
49
52
55
48
44
45
44
48
47
51
61
50
48
41
54
47
52
5.3
4
3
7
9
9
11
9
12
1.4
1
#
2
1/
DK
3.4
3
3
4
1
4
3
4
Is Problem?
Area
Local Wide
44.1% 50.0
40%
39%
44%
64%
61%
59%
50%
39%
41%
49%
35%
54%
45%
36%
47%
45%
38%
55
56
53
63% 30
29
31
32
34
56
53
44
61
41
51
48
48
51
49
\J
DK
5.9
5
5
3
33 13
9
16
4
5
4
16
5
4
13
than 0.5%)
1/ "DK" = "Don't Know" or "Undecided."
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Table 3K Satisfaction with FIRE PROTECTION in Community,
Mature of Problem. (Read across)
and Area
Group:
Total Sample
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years
3 - 9 years
10 years or more . . .
By Occupation:
Prof.-managerial . . .
White c o l l a r
Blue c o l a r
By Tenure:
Owners
Renters
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats
Republicans
Not registered/other
By Sex:
Male
Female
By Age:
2 1 - 3 9
to -• 59
60 or over
°opinion Leaders
How Satisfied?
Not Not At U
Quite Too A11 DKVer
41.1% 48.8
32%
36%
46%
33%
42%
44%
43%
37%
42%
41%
3S%
44%
38%
35%
45%
45%
56
54
44
59
49
45
47
52
49
48
50
46
52
54
47
43
5 . 3 1 . 4 3 . 4
6
4
2
3
4
44% 45
Is Problem?
Area U
Local Wide DK
44.1% 50.0 5.9
45%
45%
43%
44%
44%
45%
%
45%
/o
41%
45%
42%
46%
50%
41%
41%
40%
52
46
51
54
49
49
51
48
50
52
48
53
47
47
55
47
59
3
4
12
1
sr^__ rv..^ than 0.5%)
fJ "DK" - 'Don ' t Know" or "Undecided."
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Table 32. Provision of Services-~Different County Governments vs
One Metropolitan Government. (Read across)
Question: "Taking the services we have been talking about as a whole,
do you think they could be better provided by the different
county governments, or1 by one Metropolitan area government?"
Group:
Total Sample
By Area:
Multnomah County . » « . . .
Portland City
Outside Portland .
 k . . .
Clackamas County . . * . . .
Incorporated
Unincorporated
Washington County *
Incorporated . .
Unincorporated «
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware . i
Passively aware i , • » » t t
Unaware
By Education:
College • complete . . . , .
College -• partial
High school
Grade or no schooling . . . .
By Income Leve1:
Upper
Middle
Lower , . . . .
Different One Quali- Unde-
County Metro, fied cided
33.6% 53.8
30% 58
287o
36%
52%
52%
52%
41%
41%
41%
61
48
37
35
39
44
41
46
2.5 10.
10
Total
100.0%
100%
1
7
2
3
2
4
5
3
10
9
9
10
7
11
13
10
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
24%M
36%
25%
41%
35%
2&7o
32%
35%
31%
65
56
48
65
52
54
46
55
54
54
4
2
3
3
2
2
3
4
2
1
7
8
13
7
5
9
23
9
9
14
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table
(Cont.
Provision of Services--Different County Governments vs
One Metropolitan Government. (Read across)
Group:
Total Sample
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . .
White collar workers . . .
Blue collar workers . . .
By Tenure:
Owners
Renters . • . • •
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats . , •
Republicans . . . . . . . .
Not registered or other . .
By Sex:
Male
Female • • • .
By Age:
2 1 - 3 9
4 0 - 5 9
60 or over . . .
Opinion Leaders . . . . . . .
Different One Quali- Unde-
County Metro. fied cided
33.'
32%
33%
35%
31%
35%
31%
34%
30%
38%
42%
32%
25%
30%
53.8
55
57
51
52
59
53
55
52
61
46
50
57
54
59
2.5
4
2
2
10.1
o
./
8
12
11
8
9
12
11
6
14
5
9
19
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table 33. Reaction to a Tax Increase for Purpose of Providing Improved
Community Services. (Read across)
Question: "How would you feel about increasing local taxes to provide
improved community services, would you — strongly approve,
approve, disapprove or strongly disapprove?"
Group:
Total Sample
By Area:
Multnomah County
Portland City
Outside Portland . . . .
Clackamas County . . . . .
Incorporated
Unincorporated . . .
Washington County
Incorporated
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware
Passively aware . . . . . .
Unaware . . •
By Education:
College - complete . . . .
College - partial
High school
Grade or no schooling . . .
By Income Level:
Upper
Middle
Lower
Strongly Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
Approve prove prove disapprove cided
2.6% 30.4 34.2
4%
4%
3%
2%
29
28
34
32
33
30
36
36
35
33
32
34
40
40
40
37
29
42
27.1
30
32
25
21
17
25
15
20
13
5.7
12
8
6%
2%
2%
3%
4%
3%
#
5%
2%
2%
34
31
28
41
34
28
25
29
31
30
35
36
32
29
32
36
34
37
33
34
21
27
29
21
26
27
33
25
28
28
4
4
9
6
4
6
8
4
6
6
(# - Less than 0.5%)
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1Table 33. Reaction to a Tax Increase for Purpose of Providing Improved
(Cont.) Community Services. (Read across)
Group:
Total Sample
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years , .
3 " 9 years
10 years or more
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . . .
White collar workers . . . .
Blue collar workers . . . . •
By Tenure:
Owners
Renters
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats .
Republicans
Not registered or other . . .
By Sex:
Male
Female
By Age:
21-39
4 0 - 5 9
60 or over
Opinion Leaders
Strongly
Approve
2.6%
Ap- Disap- Strongly Unde-
srove prove Pi sapprove ci ded
3%
2%
3%
4%
2%
2%
2%
4%
3%
3%
1%
3%
2%
4%
3%
7%
30.4 34.2
38
32
27
35
30
30
29
32
29
28
37
30
30
39
30
19
47
32
34
35
35
34
34
35
33
34
37
32
31
38
33
32
39
23
27.1
18
28
30
20
27
29
30
21
30
25
21
31
23
19
30
34
19
5.7
9
4
5
4
10
4
7
9
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Table 34.
Question:
Reaction to Number of Governments in Metropolitan Area.
(Read across)
"In Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties, there
are approximately 250 different cities, towns and service
districts which provide such services as water, fire
protection and sewage disposal. Each of these has its
own governing body. Do you feel that 250.governments are
too many for this Metropolitan area, or not?"
Too
Group: Many
Total Sample . 62.4%
By Area:
Multnomah County 65%
Portland City . 68%
Outside Portland 55%
Clackamas County 50%
Incorporated 50%
Unincorporated 51%
Washington County . . . . . . 58%
Incorporated 56%
Unincorporated 59%
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 79%
Passively aware 65%
Unaware 54%
By Education:
College - complete 76%
College - partial 61%
High school 64%
Grade or no schooling . . . . 46%
By Income Level:
Upper 67%
Middle 64%
Lower 50%
Not Too
Many
25.9
24
Quali-
fied
2.1
Unde-
cided
9.6
Total
100.0%
100%
21
30
38
37
40
29
28
30
2
3
3
3
2
2
CM
 CM
9
12
9
10
7
11
14
9
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
18
24
31
18
31
26
27
22
26
32
2
2
2
1
3
2
3
2
2
2
1
9
13
5
5
8
24
9
8
16
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table 34. Reaction to Number of Governments in Metropolitan Area.
(Cont.) (Read across)
Group:
Total Sample
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . .
White collar workers . . . .
Blue collar workers . . . .
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats
Republicans . . . . . . . .
Not registered or other . .
By Sex:
Male
Female . .
By Age:
2 1 - 3 9
4 0 - 5 9
60 or over
Opinion Leaders . .
Too
Many
69%
65%
58%
63%
61%
63%
67%
57%
63%
65%
58%
75%
Not Too
Many
62.4% 25.9
21
26
28
26
28
21
23
29
31
25
20
20
Quali-
fied
2.1
2
1
3
3
1
3
CM
 CM
2
2
4
Unde-
cided
9.6
CO
 CO
 
—
8
10
13
8
12
4
8
18
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table 35. Appraisal of Advisability of Communities Joining Together
to Handle Governmental Problems. (Read across)
Question: "Do you think it would be to your community's advantage or
disadvantage to join with some of these governments to handle
problems together?"
Group:
Total Sample
By Area:
Multnomah County
Portland City
Outside Portland . . . .
Clackamas County
Incorporated •
Unincorporated
Washington County . . . .
Incorporated .
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware
Passively aware
Unaware . . . . . . . . .
By Education:
College - complete . . . .
College - partial . . . •
High school . . . . . . .
Grade or no schooling . .
By Income Level:
Upper .
Middle
Lower . . . . . . . . . .
Advan- Disad- Wouldn't Unde-
taqe vantage Matter cided Total
73.3% 15.3
74% 14
3.0 8.4 100.0%
8 100%
75%
73%
69%
65%
73%
71%
74%
69%
13
15
23
25
20
16
CM
 00
4
3
1
1
2
1
1
1
8
9
7
9
5
12
13
12
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
80%
73%
71%
797o
75%
74%
64%
71%
75%
69%
13
16
16
8
21
16
12
17
14
15
2
3
3
5
#
3
7
2
3
7
5
8
10
8
4
7
17
10
8
9
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
(# • Less than 0.5%)
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Table 35. Appraisal of Advisability of Communities Joining Together
(Cont.) to Handle Governmental Problems> (Read across)
Advan- Disad- Wouldn't Unde-
Group: tage vantage Hatter cided Total
Total Sample 73.3% 15.3 3.0 8.4 100.0%
By Length of Residence
in Area:
Under 3 years 83% 11 1
3 - 9 years 71% 16 4
10 years or more 70% 17 4
By Occupation:
Professional-managerial . . 74% 13 5
White collar workers . . . . 75% 14 3
Blue collar workers . . . . 72% 17 2
By Tenure:
Owners 70% 18 3
Renters 81% 10 2
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats 75% 16 3
Republicans 70% 19 2
Not registered or other . . 75% 6 5
By Sex:
Male 79% 13 2
Female 68% 17 4
By Age:
21-39 76% 17 2
4 0 - 5 9 76% 15 1
60 or over 66% 14 6
Opirtion Leaders 86% 10 2 2 100%
5
9
9
8
8
9
9
7
6
9
14
6
11
5
8
14
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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Table 36.
Question:
Satisfaction with County Governments. (Read across)
"All in all, how satisfied are you with your county
government . . . ?"
Group:
Total Sample . . . . . . . . .
Multnomah County
Portland City
Outside Portland
Clackamas County
Incorporated
Unincorporated
Washington County , .
Incorporated . . .
Unincorporated
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware
Passively aware
Unaware . . . . . . . . . .
By Education:
College - complete
College - partial
High school • . .
Grade or no schooling . . .
By P o l i t i c a l A f f i l i a t i o n :
Democrats . .
Republicans
Not registered or other . .
Opinion Leaders
Very
13.0%
14%
12%
I87o
12%
10%
14%
10%
9%
11%
How
Quite
56.9
57
56
59
60
65
56
52
50
53
Satisfied?
Not
Too
18.5
18
20
12
19
14
23
24
24
23
Not At
All
4.8
5
6
3
3
3
3
3
4
3
Unde-
cided
6.8
6
6
8
6
8
4
11
13
10
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
5%
14%
14%
5%
9%
14%
20%
14%
12%
14%
50
58
58
52
61
57
56
56
58
57
26
19
16
26
19
17
15
20
20
13
18
3
2
10
6
4
2
6
4
2
1
6
10
7
5
8
7
4
6
14
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
47 25 16 100%
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Table 37.
Question:
Satisfaction with City Governments, (Read across)
"All in all, how satisfied are you with the government of
(your city) (local community) . . . . . ? "
How Satisfied? .
Not Not At Unde-
Group: Very Qu?te Too Al1 cided
Total Sample 12.7% 56.0 17.7 5.4
Multnomah County \k% 58 18 6
Portland City 12% 57 22 6
Outside Portland . . . . . . . 17% 62 8 5
Clackamas County 8% 51 21 7
Incorporated 9% 5*f 22 8
Unincorporated 8% 48 19 5
Washington County 10% 46 12 2
Incorporated 13% 49 17 1
Unincorporated 9% 45 9 2
By Awareness of Government
Consolidation Possibility:
Actively aware 13% 43 24 14
Passively aware 13% 57 18 5
Unaware 12% 58 16 4
By Education:
College - complete 8% 52 19 12
College - partial 9% 58 19 5
High school 14% 56 19 4
Grade or no schooling . . . . 16% 59 12 5
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats 14% 55 17 6
Republicans 11% 54 20 6
Not registered or other . . . 11% 61 15 3
Opinion Leaders 11% 44 20 17
8.2
3
8
13
7
20
30
20
35
6
7
10
8
9
10
8
Total
100.0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
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APPENDIX
SAMPLE AREAS
CENSUS TRACTS
WASHINGTON COUNTY
A-1
SAMPLE AREAS
A-2
CENSUS TRACTS
NORTHWEST PORTION OF
CLACKAMAS COUNTY
TRACT BOUNDARIES
CITY LIMITS
COUNTY LINE
Characteristics of Sample
Total Sample 1,307
By Education:
College - complete . . . . . 209
College - partial 266
High school 628
Grade or no schooling 204
By Length of Residence
in Local Community:
Under 3 years 285
3 - 6 years 232
7 - 9 years 113
10 years or more 677
By Occupational Group:
Professional-managerial 244
White collar workers 438
Blue collar workers 593
Agricultural or other 32
By Tenure:
Home owners 986
Renters 306
Other 15
By Political Affiliation:
Democrats 610
Republicans 482
Not registered or other 215
By Sex:
Male 655
Female 652
By Age:
21 - 39 years 505
40-59 508
60 or over 294
A-3
Characteristics of Sample (Cont.)
Total Sample 1,307
By Income Level:
Upper ?-^
Middle 863
Lower 180
A-4
1/65/PMSC CLARK, BARDSLEY & HASLACHER 7/20/65
I I'm working on a public opinion survey and would like to ask you a few interesting questions
I don't mind. PROMISE I'M NOT SELLING A THING.
What, in your opinion, are the most important problems facing this community at the present
t ime?
(Ask this way in the C i ty of Portland) What advantages, if any, are there in 1 iving in
Portland instead o f , say, the fringe areas outside the City of Portland?
(Ask this way outside of City of Portland) What advantages, if any, are there in living in
this community instead of, say, the City of Portland?
(Ask this way in City of Portland) What disadvantages, if any, are there in living in the
City of Portland instead of the fringe areas outside the City of Portland?
(Ask this way outside of Portland) What disadvantages, if any, are there in living in this
community instead of the City of Portland?
1 Heard - quite a few discussions
2 Heard - little / no discussions
3 No - have not heard
k D.K.
As you know, the Metropolitan area in which we live
includes Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties
Have you heard or read anything about the possibility
of combining or consolidating some of the governments
of these counties?
(If YES) Would you say you have had quite a few
discussions about this possibility, or little or
no discussions about it?
1 Favor
2 Oppose
3 Other (Write
** D.K.
What do you think of the general idea of combining
some of the governments in this Metropolitan area •
do you favor or oppose this general idea of
consoli dat ion ?
If you were looking for information on government reorganization, where would you probably
get this information -- through what source or sources?
Regardless of how you feel about general government consolidation, I'd like to get your
opinion on some specific plans that have been under discussion. Although you may not know
too much about some of them, will you please give me your reaction as I read each plan to
You. That is, just select one answer from this card. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A)
[(INTERVIEWER: Start with alternative marked #1 in left margin, either below or on next page)Start
Strongly approve
Approve
Di sapprove
Strongly disapprove
D.K.
How would you feel about leaving all incorporated
cities in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties as they are, but forming all areas outside
of any city limits into a new, single city with its
own government?
Strongly approve
Approve
Di sapprove
Strongly disapprove
D.K.
As you know, a service district is a local unit set
up to supply such things as water, fire protection
and sewage disposal. How would you feel about form-
ing Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties
into one Metropolitan district to take care of such
services?
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
k Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
How would you feel about consolidating Multnomah
Washington and Clackamas Counties to form a sinqle
unified county?
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
k Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
How
the
would you
City of
feel about merging the government of
with
County government?
1 Save m
2 Cost m.
3 Stay t
k D.K.
1 Much ti
2 L i t t l e
3 About
h D.K.
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
k Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
How would you feel about creating a Metropolitan
Planning Commission with the authority to approve
or disapprove of such things as the formation of
new cities or districts to provide community
services?
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
k Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
How would you feel about annexing the suburbs of
to the City of
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
*t Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
How would you feel about leaving the present
governments of cities and counties as they are now
n your opinion, what are the main drawbacks to combining governments in this Metropolit
rea — any bad points you might happen to think of? (PROBE!)area
Anything else?
Turning to the other side, what do you feel are the main advantages of combining governmi
in this Metropolitan area -- any good points you might happen to think of? (PROBE!)
Anything else?
On this 1
Will you |
facing yoi
Most
Important
1
2
3
k
5
6
7
8
9
0
11
12
Which one c
faced by yc
Which one c
(Record abc
Now, as I n
vice in you
not satisfi
Parking an
Washington
?
governments in Multnomah
card (HAND CARD B) would you prefer
left) Which would be your second ch<
Now, just suppose it were necessary to combine some
Clackamas Counties. Which one of the plans on this
Just call your answer by letter, please. (Record at
(Record at right)
First Choice
Forming areas outside of any city limits into new city . . . .
Combining counties into one service district 2
Combining counties to form single, unified county 3
Merging city and county governments ^
Create Planning Commission with authority 5
Annexing suburbs to the city
None of them (voluntary response only)
Other (Write in below)
D.K. - No choice
Commun i t y
Commun i t y
1 . .
2 . .
3 . .
k . .
5 • •
6 . .
7 • •
8 . .
11 .
• (a)
. (b)
• (c)
• (d)
• (e)
• (f)
(
_Chc
(a
(b
(c
(e
Bus se rv i c
Mental hea
Sewage d is
Water supp
Ai r p o l l u t
Pol i ce pro
la - Now, would you please t e l l me why you f e e l p lan (read o f f l e t t e r c i r c l e d in lef t -hand
column) is the best one? (PROBE!) Hospital f<
re protec
Any other reason? J
°o you thinl-
the Metropol
prked #1 ir
singi
Save money
Cost more money
Stay the same
D.K.
If the governments of Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas Counties were combined, do you think
this would save the taxpayers money, or cost the
taxpayers more money?
Much too high
h Little too high
|3 About right
D.K.
Considering the services you get from your local
community or government, do you feel that local
taxes are -- much too high, a little too high, or
about right?
n this list are some services provided by local communities or groups. (HAND CARD C)
[fill you please look them over and tell me which one you feel is the most important problem
[facing your community today? Just call your answer by letter, please. (Record at left)
Most Next Least
1
 Important Most Important
1 1 (a) Parking and traffic 1 (a)
2 2 (b) Community or neighborhood parks, recreation areas . 2 (b)
3 3 (c) Planning and zoning of the community 3 (c)
k k (d) Bus transportation or service *+ (d)
5 5 (e) Mental health facilities 5 (e)
6 6 (f) Sewage disposal or drainage 6 (f)
7 7 (g) Water supply 7 (g)
8 8 (h) Air pollution control 8 (h)
9 9 (!) Police protection 9 (!)
0 0 (j) Hospital facilities 0 (j)
11 11 (k) Fire protection 11 (k)
12 12 --- Other (Write in) 12
- --- D.K - DK
one of those things on the list do you feel is the next most important problem
faced by your community today? (Record above in middle column - "Next Most")
lich one on the list do you feel is the least important problem in your community?
(Record above at far right)
(f
[Now, as I name some services, will you please tell me how satisfied you are with that ser-
jffce in your community. Are you -- very satisfied, quite satisfied, not too satisfied, or
not satisfied at all? (INTERVIEWER: Start with service marked #1 in left margin)
Serv ice
Parking and t r a f f i c
r
Community parks & rec . areas
1 —Community p lann ing S- zoning . .
[
Bus serv ice or t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .
Mental hea l t h f a c i 1 i t i e s . . .
Sewage d isposa l or drainage . .
Water supply
Air p o l l u t i o n con t ro l
Police p r o t e c t i o n
Hospital f a c i 1 i t i e s
Fire p r o t e c t i o n
Very
Sat.
1
1 •
1 •
1
1 •
1 •
1 ;
1
1
1
1 ;
Qui te
Sat.
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
Not Not At
Too A l l
! 3 ; <f
 :
; 3 ; *f
 :
: 3 ; k
 :
: 3 ; ^ ;
: 3
 : *f :
: 3 ; 4 ;
: 3 ; *+ :
: 3 ; +^ ;
: 3 ; 4 ;
! 3 ; 4 ;
: 3 ; if
 :
D.K.
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
Local
Problem
1
1
1 •
1
1 •
1
1 •
1 •
1
1
1
Whole
Area
2 ;
2 •
2 ;
2 •
2 ;
2
2 •
2 .
2
2
2
D.K.
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
D
 you think that (each service) _ is mainly a problem of your local community, or one of
- Metropolitan area as a whole? (INTERVIEWER: Record above at right. Start with service
Marked #1 in right-hand margin)
17" Taking the services we have been talking about
as a whole, do you think they could be better
provided by the different county governments,
or by one Metropolitan area government?
1 Different county 3 Other
2 One Metropolitan k D.K.
How would you feel about increasing local
taxes to provide improved community services.
Would you — strongly approve, approve,
disapprove, or strongly disapprove?
1 Strongly approve
2 Approve
3 Disapprove
k Strongly disapprove
5 D.K.
19" In Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties, there are approximately 250 differ-
ent cities, towns and service districts which
provide such services as water, fire protec-
tion and sewage disposal. Each of these has
its own governing body. Do you feel that
250 governments are too many for this
Metropolitan area, or not?
1 Too many 3 Other (Explain)
2 Not too many k D.K.
20- Do you think it would be to your community's
advantage or disadvantage to join with some
of these governments to handle problems
together?
1 Advantage
2 Disadvantage
3 Wouldn't
k D.K.
matter
2 1 - All in a l l , how satisfied are you with your
county government -- very satisfied, quite
satisfied, not too satisfied, or not satis-
fied at all? (Record at left below)
County C i ty/Local
1 . . . Very sat i sf ied . . . . 1
2 . . . Quite satisfied . . . 2
3 . . . Not too satisfied . . 3
k . . . Not satisf ied at al 1 . k
5 . . . D.K 5
How satisfied are you with the government of
your (city) (local community)? (Record at
right above)
22- Looking back over the past few months, can
you remember any time someone has asked your
opinion on state or community affairs?
1 Yes 2 No or D.K.
23- When a discussion is on about community af-
fairs, do you usually listen, take an active
part, or try to convince others especially?
1 Convince 2 Active 3 Listen or DK
2k- Do you happen to know any political of f j
holder in the state personally?
1 Yes 2 No or D.K.
25- May I also ask if you belong to any civic
organization or group here in the communi
1 Yes 2 No
26- Would you mind telling me the last grade
completed in school?
1 College complete
2 College part ial
3 H i gh school
k Grade/no school
27- About how long have you 1 ived in this loc
commun i ty?
1 Under 3 years
2 3 - 6 years
3 7 - 9 years
k 10 years or mor
28- In what city or area does the chief bread
in the fami 1y work?
1 City of Portland
2 Multnomah County outside Portland
3 Clackamas Where?
Washington? Where?
5 Outside 3 county area
29- What type of work does the chief breadwin
the fam i1y do?
Indu
30- Do you own or rent the place in which you
n ow 1 i v i n g ?
1 Own 2 Rent 3 Other
31- Are you registered to vote in the State 0
Oregon? (If YES) As a Democrat or
Republ ican?
1 Democrat 3 Other
2 Republican k Not registered
32- 1 Male 3 21-29 6 50-59
2 Female k 30-39 7 60 or ovi
INTERVIEWER: Both sex and age must be c!
33- 1 Upper - A
2 Upper - B
3 Middle - C
k Lower - D
5 Portland City
6 Mult County out
7 Incorporated -
8 Outside - Clack.
9 Incorporated - 1
0 Outside - Washii
(INTERVIEWER: Both income level and area
classification must be circled)
X I hereby certify this interview was actually taken in person with the respondent descri
above, and represents a true and accurate account of the contact.
(Address) (City or Area)
Phone number of respondent
(Date)
0
1965
(Interviewer S
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